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CURRENT TOPICS: 








Jr WILL BE SEEN, by a notice we print elsewhere, that certain 
days in each week are set apart by the Vacation Registrar for 
transacting certain classes of work, and we are requested to say 
that it will much expedite business if solicitors will consult this 
notice before carrying in their papers, 





Mx. W. H. Surru, in his speech on the arrears of the Chancery 
Division. estimated the cases set down for trial in that Division, 
and not yet heard, at 842. We are enabled, as the result of an 
examination of the cause-books, to state that, including causes 
standing over by consent, there are now over 1,100 causes and 

journed summonses in the Chancery Division still unheard, 
and that number may be expected to be increased by at least 
200 before the courts resume their sittings. Out of all these 
causes not more than fifty-three have been marked as being causes 
not proper to be assigned to the Chancery Division. 





Norwirustanpine the extremely favourable opinion expressed 
by Mr. Justice Warkiy Witxtams as to the convenience of the 
new courts, several defects have heen revealed by experience, 
and it is understood that alterations have already been decided 
on in the Chancery Courts and the Appeal Court No. 2. It 
is intended to make the floor of each of these courts level 
throughout, and so to get rid of the dangerous pitfall formed by the 


s 








DWNS, unexpected step which now exists on a line with the Queen’s 
170, Counsels’ seats. The dais in each court will also be raised so asxto 
o bring the officers in attendance nearer to the judge, and obviate the 
painful necessity which has hitherto existed, for learned registrars 
to stand on chairs in order to reach the ears of the judges. 
AND, Many oF oUR READERS will notice with regret the announcement 
of the death of Mr. R. H. Lxacn, late the Senior Chancery Regis- 
us trar. Mr. Leacn, who was the nephew of Sir Jonn Leacn, for- 
= merly Vice-Chancellor, and afterwards Master of the Rolls, entered 
ms are the Registrar’s Office at the age of eighteen, and had served in 
sie that office for nearly forty-nine years. He succeeded to the 
all; st of Senior Registrar in 1868, and in that capacity rendered 
as important services in the framing of the Chancery Funds Rules, 
ISU. 1872 and 1874, and also in the revision of the draft of the Rules 
19 of Court scheduled to the Judicature Act, 1875. In the course 
a of the changes effected by the Judicature Acts Mr. Leacn was 
s constantly consulted by the Lord Chancellor and the Master of the 
Rolls, and his experience and ability enabled him to afford on many 
aot oceasions valuable assistance. He was thoroughly versed in the 
mel practice of his office, and, as principal editor of three successive 
-. editions of Seton on Decrees, he afforded to the legal profession the 
benefit of his great a His health had long been failing, 
od and in January, 1882, he retired from his office. 
hel 
a A aoop pxat of interest has been excited by the development of 
we a new feature in the August number of the Law Reports (Chancery 
‘ Division). There appears, at p. 427, the following remarkable 
iB. passage fer 
TY “‘[Counsel], in reply.—I regret the absence of Mr. Davey in this im- 
ans portant case. 
RE. ‘*Baaeatuay, L.J.—I do not think that your clients have suffered by its 
be! being left in your hands.” 
ba 


We have not the slightest desire to say anything calculated to 


give pain to the counsel who was distinguished in this manner. 
Nor do we mean to call in question the wisdom Guleee by the 
learned judge in making such a remark, which he probably never 
expected to see reproduced in such a fashion. But we ask our- 
selves with surprise, what view the editor and the reporter can 
take of their respective functions. Reports are, as we understand 
the matter, published solely for the information of the profession 
as to the state of the law; and everything which does not conduce 
to that end ought to be rigidly suppressed. Remarks made by the 
judges casually during the arguments, even though they strictly 
refer to the matter in issue, so seldom require reproduction, that 
no eafer working rule could be devised than one which should irre- 
vocably decree their total exclusion. The Law Reports have long 
been unpleasantly distinguished among their fellows by their 
superior zeal in reproducing judicial babble uttered obiter; and 
this fault has been so often pointed out, that they are probably 
hardened in it beyond hope of improvement. Buta new departure 
will have been taken if their pages are in future to be made the 
vehicle of such announcements as that conyeyed by the noteworthy 
extract above cited. 





Tae Srarvre Law Revision Bill, which has 
recé m read a second time in the House of Lords, follows 
the lines of the Civil Procedure Acts Repeal Act, 1879, in re- 
pealing various enactments, ‘‘the subject-matter whereof is pro- 
vided for by or under the Supreme Court of Judicature Act, 1873, 
and the Acts amending it, or rules made pursuant thereto” ; and, 
as might be expected, it comprises within its scope the subject- 
matter of the new rules. Amongst the most conspicuous of the 
repealed enactments are the Common Law 
(except sections 104 to 108, which re juries, and some 
other out of the 236 sections); the Common Law Procedure Act, 
1854 (except sections 3 to 17, relating to arbr ns, sections 
IV to 30, reliiting td cross-examination of witnesses, and four other 
out of the 107 sections) ; the Interpleader Acts which are super- 
seded by order LYVII. of the : ee 
EE TIM PKTISE TT Vat, «, 36), which 
of the new Tules ; ers Act (13 ict, c. 35), which 
Act, however, ought perhaps, once more, to be set on its legs again 
before the Bill passes, as the new rules, ord. XXXIV., r, 8, ex- 
pressly provide that a case may be stated “‘for the same purposes, 
and in the same manner, as was provided”? by that Act. One of 
the many useful effects of the rules long since passed has been to 
make most of the enactments comprised in the schedule of the 
Bill so much useless lumber, and we are glad that occasion has at 
last been taken, along with the passing of the new rules, to sweep 
the whole body of the detritus from the Statute Book. It is also 
proposed to be enacted by the Bill that “the enactments relating 
to Rules of Court contained in the Supreme Court of Judicature 
Act, 1875, and the Acts amending it, shall be deemed to extend 
and apply to the matters contained in, and regulated by, the en- 
actments repealed.” This is ex abundanti cauteld, for we cannot 
suppose that. the Acts proposed to be repealed give any larger 
powers to the judges than those given by the Judicature Acts. 
Some of the provisions of the Common Law Procedure Acts 
having been applied by Order in Council to local courts, it is to be 
declared by the Bill that ‘any such enactment shall be construed 
as if it were contained in a local and personal Act specially relating 
to such court, and shall haye effect accordingly,” and it is added 
that any of the provisions of the Judicature Acts or Rules of Court 
thereunder may be applied by Order in Council to “any inferior 
court of civil jurisdiction.” 








Iy anorHer cotumy there will be found a report of a case 
decided under the Settled Land Act by the Court of Appeal on 
4t 





678 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL, 





Aug. 11, 38 








Wednesday last, which is of considerable interest and importance. 
A testator, by his will, devised lands in settlement, and appointed 
trustees, but gave them neither any power of sale, nor any “‘ power 
of consent to, or approval of, the exercise of” a power of sale. The 
trustees of the will were, therefore, not trustees ‘‘for purposes 
of this Act,” within the meaning of section 2, sub-section (8). The 
tenant for life being desirous of exercising his power of sale under 
the Act, it became necessary for him, in accordance with the 
decision of Mr. Justice Pearson in Wheelwright v. Walker (supra, 
p- 278), to apply to the court, under section 38, for the appoint- 
ment of trustees “‘for purposes” of the Act. It was proposed to 
appoint the trustees of the will, both of whom were personally 
unexceptionable ; but Mr. Justice Kay (following a previous 
decision of his own) refused to appoint one of them, Mr. J. R. 
Woop, who was the solicitor of the tenant for life, upon the 
ground that the position of the trustees ought to be one of 
perfect independence towards the tenant for life, considering the 
duties in relation to him which are cast upon them by the Act. 
This decision has been unanimously upheld by the Master of the 
Rotts and Lords Justices Corron and Bowen. It is clear that if the 
appointment had been made, it might not improbably become the 
duty of the solicitor both to advise his client, the tenant for life, 
on his private interests, and to take thought for the interests 
of the other parties as trustee. The court, while expressing a high 
opinion of Mr. Woon’s personal character, thought that this com- 
bination of duties might tend to place him in a false position ; in 
effect, as Lord Justice Corron observed, Mr. Woop would have 
to give notice to Mr. Woop, in order that he might have an oppor- 
tunity of objecting against what he had already advised the tenant 
for life to do. Though the court did not doubt that Mr. Woop 
would zealously endeavour to do his duty under such difficult 
circumstances, they thought that so inconvenient a strain ought 
not to be needlessly imposed upon anybody’s official discretion. 
This decision may, of course, be taken as finally settling the rule 
of the court upon this point for the future. 





A waiter, who calls himself ‘‘ Non-Theorist,” has published a 
pamphlet containing a somewhat carping criticism on the Bank- 
ruptcy Bill as amended in Committee. According to him, the Bill 
is ‘the least practical and workable of the seven” Government 
Bills introduced into Parliament since 1876. We cannot discuss 
all the points to which he takes exception, but his observations upon 
the point which he labours most call for some remark, as they may 
give rise to considerable misapprehension. We refer to the time 
which it will require under the Bill as it now stands to carry 
through a composition or scheme of arrangement as compared with 
the time in which a composition or scheme may be completed under 
the present Act. ‘‘Non-Theorist”’ computes that the minimum 
time which will be necessary for carrying a scheme will be sixty 
days, which he makes up as follows:—Obtaining appointment to 
hear petition, seven days ; after order made the debtor is allowed 
to prepare his statement of affairs, seven days; extension of time 
for this purpose probably necessary, say, seven days; meeting of 
creditors to be summoned by official receiver by seven days’ notice 
in the London Gazette and local papers, fifteen days; public 
examination of the debtor after the first mecting, say, three days; 






purpose of a fair comparison with the proceedings © 
the present Act, the case of a debtor's petition must be 


take the place of petitions for liquidation or compositin 


between the filing of the petition and the making of a 

order, which, under clause 8, is to be made upon the filing of 
petition without any formal appointment for the hearing of i, 
petition being made. Then to take fourteen days as the minimy, 
time in which an ordinary debtor can prepare his statement ¢ 
affairs is absurd. Probably three days, the time allowed unde, 
debtor’s petition, may in many cases be found too short, but in th 
great majority of cases we feel sure that seven days will be foun 
to be quite sufficient. In the same way the time which it yj] 
take to give the necessary notices calling the meeting of creditoy 
in the Gazette and local papers may well be shortened to ten day, 
The writer is in error also in stating that the second meeting om. 
not be swmmoned until the examination is concluded, clause 1§, 
sub-clause 3, only providing that it shall not be Aeld until thi 
time. The three days reckoned for the conclusion of the publiy 
examination may, therefore, be omitted, as that time may m 
concurrently with the notice of the second meeting. On the othe 
hand, the eleven days computed as necessary for issuing the official 
receiver’s report and convening the second meeting will be neog. 
sary, but we think the approval of the court may in most cases be 
obtained within seven days further, as there is nothing in the Bill 
which requires seven days’ notice of the application to be given ty 
the creditors, and probably four days’ notice of motion will be all 
that will be required. This would make the total time yee 
thirty-five days only instead of sixty, and we think that this 

be found in most cases to be sufficient for the purpose, though 
doubtless in important matters, where the accounts are very compli- 
cated, a much longer time will be requisite to enable a proper in- 
vestigation to be made ; but that is a contingency which quite a 
often happens under the present Act. 





We vunperstanp that Mr. Monracur Cooxson, Q.C., intends to 
continue to practise in the court of Mr. Justice Pearson, as hereto. 
fore. 








On Saturday last, Mr. Justice Watkin Williams took occasion to say :— 
I think it is only fair to mention that my experience of the management 
of the courts is that it is as perfect as possible ; the ventilation 

so complete that the ag hg of the courts has left nothing to be 
desired, and there has been a great improvement in their acoustic 
roperties. I have, indeed, seen nothing li 
ngland. 

Petitions have been presented to the House of Commons by Mr. E. A. 
Leatham, from the Huddersfield Incorporated Law Society, praying the 
House to present an address to her Majesty to annul certain of the new 
rules; by Mr. J. Slagg, from the Manchester Incorporated Law Associa 
tion, against the new rules, and by Mr. A. Morley, from the Nottingham 
Incorporated Law Society, for postponement of the new rules. Lon 
Winmarleigh has also presented a petition to the House of Lords, from the 
Incorporated Law Association of Manchester, praying for more time 
to consider the new rules. 


In the course of the debate on Mr. W. H. Smith’s motion in the House 


ke them anywhere else in 


as, under the Bill, debtors’ own petitions in bankruptey “e 





And in the case of a debtor’s petition no time whatever ae 








second meeting of creditors to be summoned after the conclusion 
of the public examination by seven days’ notice, accompanied by 
the official receiver’s report, allowing three days for drawing and 
issuing report, and eight days for notice, eleven days; application 
to court to approve scheme, say, ten days; total, sixty days. And 
the writer adds that, ‘‘ In practice no one can doubt the time will 
be largely exceeded. -Under thépresent “Act, résdlittions for 
liquidation and the appointment of’a trustee can™be;-and- almost 
invariably are, passed and registered within three weeks from the 
petition, or at the outside a month.” Now, in order to be 
effective, criticism should always be fair, but a more unfair state- 
ment of the case than the above we can scarcely conceive. The 
very first item as to the time it will take before a petition can be 
heard is sufficient to condemn the whole criticism. Probably the 
time mentioned (seven days) is not too great to put down under a 
creditor’s petition. But it is very certain that it will only be in a 
small percentage of cases that compositicns or schemes of arrange- 
ment will be proposed under creditirs’ petitions. For the 


of Commons with reference to arrears in the Chancery Division, Mr. 
Gregory, M.P., called attention to the necessity of the judges devoting 
more time to the business of their chambers. That business, he said, was 
as important as any the judges had to transact. It related to questions 
of property, and often to delicate matters of interest to families. In 
order that that business should be done, the judge ought to have one day 
in the week to transact it, and that was impossible as things were. He saw 
no remedy except by increasing the staff. The taking of evidence vivd 
voce before the judge was a great improvement, but it involved a con- 
siderable expenditure of time on the judge’s part. All those things to 
which he had alluded had given rise to great dissatisfaction, and various 
remedies had been proposed. There were Bills before the House for 
continuous sittings and for the establishment of local courts. He did 
not approve of local courts, which he thought wotld get mixed up with 
local feeling and would acquire narrow and confined ideas — It was 

to have a system of jurisprudence carried out from central courts, 
judges going on circuit from time to time. The greater the delay the 
more would people rely on the chance of defeating justice by w 

out theie opponents. Phere were no harder worked men in the country 
than the judges and their clerks and officers, and the remedy for the 
existing state of things, by new appointments and a better arrangement of 





business, lay with the Government. 
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' §IR HARDINGE GIFFARD’S MOTION. 


§m Harvince Girrrarv’s motion on Saturday for an address to 
annul the new rules opens questions of grave importance. That. it is 
yery desirable for a committee engaged in the task of framing rules 
to obtain all the guidance which is possible from experienced 
inion cannot be questioned ; and if there is any part of the rules 
with respect to which it can be shown that due consideration has 
“got been given to the interests or opinions of those most conversant 
with the matter, and most likely to be affected by the changes, 
there would be reason for a resolution limited to that point. And 
we can see nothing in the language of section 25 of the Judica- 
ture Act, 1875, to prevent a resolution from being so limited. That, 
however, is not the resolution which is proposed, nor are these the 
ds on which the proposed resolution appears to be supported. 
resolution goes to the extent of annulling the whole of the 
rules which have been framed and issued by the Committee of 
Jndges, and that upon the ground that there has not been sufficient 
time for a full and detailed criticism of them. 

Now the object of the provision requiring a forty days’ interval 
before rules become valid was obviously the same as that for which 
similar provisions were enacted in earlier statutes. Thus, 13 & 14 
Vict. c. 16, under which, as incorporated in the subsequent Common 
law Procedure Acts, rules were made for the practice of the common 
law courts, and 15 & 16 Vict. c. 86, s. 64, under which rules were 
made governing the practice in chancery, provided that the rules 
should lie in the one case for three months, and in the other for 
thirty-six days, before the Houses of Parliament, either of which 
might, in the meantime, under the first-mentioned Act, by resolu- 
tion, suspend the operation of the whole or any part of the rules, 
and, under the last-mentioned Act, resolve that the whole or any 
part of the rules ought not to continue in force. The purpose of these 
provisions plainly was, not that the House should enter into a 
detailed examination of the rules, which it had neither the time 
nor the means for effecting, but that if the rules, or any of them, 
were open to objection on some important point of policy or prin- 
ciple, the House might refuse to give their sanction to such a 
legislative innovation. 

The question, therefore, it would seem, must be whether 
the opponents of the new rules can point out some one or 
more matters of such magnitude and novelty as entitle them 
to call upon the House to prevent this innovation from being 
carried into effect otherwise than by the ordinary mode of 
legislation. Can it be said that anyone has been able to lay his 
finger upon such a point? We have not hesitated to express our 
opinion upon many of the matters dealt with by the new rules, and 
to regret that they have not been in some respects differently 
framed; but we have failed to discover any single point in 
which the principles on which the reform of procedure 
has been hitherto carried out have been departed from. 
Such points would be easily enough discovered. But that is not the 
view which Sir Hardinge Giffard presents. He seems rather to 
be of opinion that if a small committee of judges has taken two 
years to settle a body of rules, a proportionate time must be 
allowed to members of Parliament and to legal and lay opinion to 
pull them to pieces. If this view were accepted, it is tolerably 
manifest that no rules would ever be passed at all. Nor would any 
committee of judges, small or great, undergo the thrice-repeated 
labour of, first, framing a code, then examining the objections 
poured in from all quarters, and afterwards recasting their previous 
work in obedience, it would seem, to the concurrence of a majority 
of ‘legal and lay opinion.” 

Whilst, therefore, it is to be regretted that the rules were 
not distributed among members of Parliament at the time 
when they were laid upon the table of the House, the con- 
sequences of this omission must be estimated by reference to the 
— which the provision was intended to secure. And if all 

t can be said is that this body of rules has taken a long time to 
frame; that it consists of over 1,000 rules and many pages of 
schedules; and that it regulates a vast mass of practical details, all 
that has been said is that it is a subject totally unfit for that sort 
of parliamentary criticism which Sir Harpmyez Girrarp proposes 
should be bestowed upon it by the House ; but that, — e other 
hand, there is no matter of serious consequence in which the con- 


THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 
V.—Panrtizs. 


Tue discussion of the rules as to chamber business has involved 
some consideration of the parties to the proceedings carried on 
there, and particularly of the parties to the proceedings under the 
“‘ originating summons.”’ Notwithstanding the facilities given by 
order LV. for having the entire administration of an estate or trust, 
and every question arising under it, carried on and determined, 
either as a whole or separately, under a summons at chambers, it is 
not the intention of the rules that actions shall no longer be brought 
for these purposes ; and provisions are made in order XVI. as to 
the parties to such actions. It is no doubt prudent to retain this 
machinery ; but it would hardly have been done unless some doubt 
had been felt of the success of the new method; for if the latter 
were wholly trustworthy, it is hardly conceivable that any such 
action should be hereafter brought, or reasonable that it should be 
permitted. Rules 33 to 47 however, forming Part V. of order 
XVI., under the heading of “Administration and Execution of 
Trusts,” regulate who may and who must be parties to these 
actions, who are to be served with notice of the judgment, and 
what are the rights of persons so served to vary the judgment or 
appear under it; which regulations it will be useful for the prac- 
titioner to compare with the corresponding provision in order LV. 
This order XVI. has been greatly modified, amplified, and im- 
proved ; with a careful observation of the serious difficulties whick- 
had arisen under it in its old form? An alteration, however, to 
which some exception may be taken is the introduction of a rule 
(rule 3) by which a defendant is to be at liberty to make good his 
set-off and counter-claim against such plaintiffs as are properly 
joined as plaintiffs, although some other person is improperly or 
unnecessarily joined as co-plaintiff. The provision is at least 
ambiguous. The object of the rule seems to be to prevent a 
plaintiff by improperly joining some one as co-plaintiff who is 
not entitled to sue, or who is a needless party, from shutting a 
defendant out of a redress against himself which would be com- 
petent to the defendant if such plaintiff were suing alone. This 
implies that the defendant cannot succeed in any case other than 
that provided for, unless his claim is good against the whole of the 
plaintiffs. If so, the principle of the (certainly doubtful) decision 
in Manchester Railway Company v. Brown (L. R. 2 Ex. D. 243) 
seems to be overruled, though only indirectly. The rule might 
certainly have been clearer and better placed. 

Under the head of ‘‘ Partners,” the difference of opinion which 
has arisen as to the time when the partnership must have been 
in existence, to permit of -an action being brought by or 
against the partners in the firm name, is put an end to. By the 
new rule (rule 14) it is enough if the partnership was in existence 
at the time when the cause of action accrued ; but it is expressly 
provided that when a partnership has been, fo the knowledge of the 
plaintiff, dissolved before action, the writ is to be served on all 
whom it is intended to make liable; if the plaintiff does not know 
it, the question of the liability of partners not appearing may, of 
course, be raised under the rules as to execution. 

The rules as to parties under disability are very much amplified ; 
it is only to be regretted that rules 16 and 17, instead of saying 
how infants and lunatics are to sue or defend by their next friend, 
guardian, or committee, describe it only by reference to “ the prac- 
tice of the Chancery Division.” 

Full and clear rules are also laid down as to the manner in which 
paupers are to sue and defend. 


Turep-ParTy PRoceDURE. 


But ie most important alteration perhaps, is to be found in the 
pert rélating to © “party Procedure:”” It need hardly be 
great the failure has been of the machinery provided 
for this purpose by the old rules. The intention of the Judicature 
Act was designedly narrowed in operation through the jealous 
fears, entertained by some, at least, of the framers of the rules, of 
the consequences which might follow its full development; and 
this design was very early avowed in the Court of Ap who 
ruled that no judgment could be pronounced against the thi 
in the action. But beyond this, the old rules bear on the face of 
them (in rules 17, 18, 19, 20) the mark of a very obvious blunder. 
The construction put upon them has vacillated to an unusual 





stitution, or the interests of the public or of any section of it, are 


imperilled, 


\degree. And although the more recent decisions have tended in 
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the direction of restoring the procedure to the position it was 
originally intended by the Judicature Act to occupy, the practice 
still remained in a very unsatisfactory state; nor was it possible 
that, under the existing rules, it should be otherwise. 

In the new rules the old rules 17 and 19 drop away altogether. 
The claim of the defendant on the third party must be a claim to 
‘‘ contribution or indemnity”; the words “other remedy or relief ” 
being now omitted (rule 49). By rule 50 the important alteration 
is made that the third must enter an appearance, if he 
desires to dispute either the plaintiff’s claim or his own liability to 
the defendant ; not doitig so, he admits both the validity of the 
judgment which may be obtained, ‘and his own liability to contri- 
bute or indemnify to the extent claimed in the third-party notice.” 
Hitherto, a third party who was well advised would, in the great 
majority of cases, enter no appearance; since nothing could be 
done in the action towards establishing his liability to the defend- 
ant, except the ascertainment of the defendant’s liability to the 
plaintiff. If, indeed, his own liability to the defendant was clear, 
and his only chance was to defeat or cut down the plaintifi’s claim, 
he would appear, in order to prevent his interest in the result from 
being sacrificed, provided, at least, the case was such that his 
interposition was likely to effect any good result; otherwise, he 
would be content to take his chance of the defendant being 
unwilling to commence a new proceeding, and would merely stand 
aside. If, on the other hand, he could do little or nothing to 
modify the plaintiff's claim, but had a good defence against the 
defendant’s claim on him, there was no reason why he should incur 
costs by appearing, which, perhaps, he would never recover. In 
some cases this had its advantages, because such third-party notices 
were often of a very speculative kind, and the best thing for all 
parties was that they should be stillborn. This, however, will be 
no longer possible. Practically, the third party must appear in 
every case; and the defendant, who will have now invited an in- 
evitable contest, must be careful how he issues such notice with- 
out sufficient ground. 

With the change of design, it became necessary in the new 
rules to make further provisions for carrying out the contest 
between the defendant and the third party. Rules 51 and 52 
provide for entering judgment against the third party who makes 
default in appearance. This cannot be done, without leave, until 
the defendant has himself satisfied the judgment, when the 
defendant himself suffers judgment by default. Where the case 
proceeds to trial, the judge who tries the cause may enter judg- 
ment for the defendant against the third party, but no execution is 
to issue, without leave, until the defendant has satisfied the 
judgment; and if the case is decided in the plaintiff’s favour 
without trial, the court may, on the defendant’s application, enter 
judgment for him against the third party, but never (it seems) until 
the defendant has satisfied the judgment. The reason for the 
distinction made in the last case is not obvious. 

Rules 58 and 54 correspond to the old rule 21, but rule 53 
provides for the trial of the question of the third party’s liability, 
vf (and only if) the judge is satisfied that there is a question proper 
to be tried; if he is not so satisfied he may at once order such 

judgment as the nature of the case may require to be entered in 
favour of the defendant. By rule 55, all costs are, in the largest 
terms, put in the discretion of the court—a result which seemed 
to have been already reached (after much difference of opinion) 
under the old rules. 


Cuanor or Panties ny Deatu, &c. 


n its proper place, and immediately following order XVI. on 
XVIL., on “ Change of Parties by Death,” &c., 
many must, with surprise, have found in the old 
number L. The first rule clears up the ambiguity 
ule, limiting its operation to cases where the cause of 
or continues ; adding the proviso that in other 
death after verdict, a may be 
“s 
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conformity with it. Rules are 
oheagedlpe ae thom t-swladetmke 
proceedings, or get jud t; pro- 

nnd satey of thd fast of ahotemcas 86 
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change of interest (a rule not very clearly expressed) ; and di 
causes which, for one year, have been marked as ‘‘ abated 
ing over” to be struck out of the cause-book. 


InTERPLEADER. 


On the other hand, “‘ Interpleader” has been transported fig, 
its early position in the old rules, and has become order LVII, 
robably owes this position to the fact that the questions to 
it relates usually arise in the course of levying an execution; 
though the procedure is not limited to that occasion. They 
important thing to notice is, that instead of being merely re 
as the ‘“‘ practice and procedure now used,” the practice and py. 
cedure are now introduced in terms into the rules, and drawn oy 
in detail. This is a great improvement; the statutes where thy 
procedure was to be found having been passed at various date 
some obscurity and more inconvenience resulted, which will benpy 
removed. It is to be noticed that, for the future, both the summap 
decision at chambers and the judgment in interpleader are appa 
able, but that neither can be appealed from without the specu 
leave of the judge or the Court of Appeal. Further, discovery ea 
be had in interpleader, and the costs are no longer to be reserved ty | 
chambers, but are to be dealt with by the judge who tries the issue, 
Provision is also made for making an interpleader order in seven 
causes pending in different divisions or before different judges. 


FA 








CASES OF THE WEEK. 


LrqumpAtion Prrition—Arrotntment or Trustre—Larse oF Mom 
THAN Srx Monrus rrom Fiuine or Peririon—Bankrvurproy Act, 1869,% 
6, 125, sun-szction 7.—In a case of Ex parte The Credit Company, 
the Court of Appeal on the 2nd inst., the question arose whether, after 
lapse of more than sixmonths from the filing of a liquidation 0 
the creditors have any power to appoint a trustee of the debtor’s prop. 
erty. Sub-section 7 of section 125 of the Act provides that ‘“ the trus- 


tee under a liquidation shall have the same powers, and perform the same | 


duties, as a trustee under a bankruptcy, and the property of the debtor 
shall be distributed in the same manner as in a binkranber ; and with the 
modifications hereinafter mentioned all the es of this Act shall, % 
far as the same are applicable, apply to t 
arrangement in the same manner as if the word ‘bankrupt 
debtor whose affairs are under liquidation, and the word ‘ 
included liquidation by arrangement; and in construing such provisions 
the appointment of a trustee under a liquidation shall, according to 3 
cumstances, be deemed to be equivalent to, and a substitute for, 
presentation ofa Eee in bankruptcy, or the service of such petition, o 
an order of adjudication in bankruptcy.”? And section 6 provides that 
“no person shall be adjudged bankrupt’’ on any of the grounds — 
mentioned “‘ unless the act of bankruptcy on which the adjudication 
grounded has occurred within six months before the presentation o- 
ogre for adjudication.”? In Ex parte The Credit Company the 

rs of a debtor had repeatedly adjourned the first meeting unders 
liquidation petition for nearly four years without passing any resolutions 
for liquidation or composition, and they at last passed a resolution that no 
further proceedings should be taken under the petition, and that applica 
tion should be made to the court to dismiss it. After this the court, om 
the application of the debtor, gave him leave to summon a fresh first meeting 
of thecreditors. It was objected, on behalf of a creditor who wished to 
have the debtor adjudged a bankrupt under the provisions of sub-section 
12 of section 125, that the court ought not to give this leave, because, if 
the fresh meeting took place, the creditors would not have any power 
appoint a trustee of the debtor’s property, and the proceedings could only 
be useless. It was contended that sub-section 7 made the a tment of 
a trustee under a liquidation petition equivalent to an ad udication of 
bankruptcy the debtor under a Rankenpter, Beit and that, as 
an adjudica on of be ance jae A could not be eon a_bankru 
petition more than six months after the act of bankruptc 


ment of a trustee, which was to uival 
suey could not @ more than s ths after t 0 . 

L Smmmitted by the filing of the Hquidation. petition, reliance 
was pane on what was said by James, L.J., in Ex parte Fenning (B 
W. R. 185, L. R. 3 Ch. D. 455). The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and 
Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.) he 

the creditors, nett, M.R., pone og that sub-section 7 of se¢- 

ben 105 LAPP RLEVOA What wees to bo th res its upon and after the a) 
ment of a trustee in a liquidation, and that it not apply to an 


included 4 
















before the aj tment or to the appointment itself. I not 

to the t of a trustee under a liquidation petition the condi 
and which were imposed by the Act on the 

of an ot Dankruptey under ao P 
tion; it _ Only the results which were to 

after the was Whatever Fx parte Fenning did decide, 
did not The decision be supported on this ground, 
that a seq of the debtor’s property had been a ted in 
Scotland before the appointment of a trustee in his English liquidation, and 
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e case of a liquidation by 
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by the subsequent 


of the sequestrator could not be displaced 
that on fe an English trustee. Corron ip said that, in determin- 
the rights of the creditors and the debtor under a liquidation, the 
words ‘appointment of a trustee ”’ were to be substituted in the provisions 
words | OPP jich related to bankruptcy, and if there was any limitdtion in 
bankruptcy as to the pro; which would vest in the trustee, that was 
to y to a liquida’ on ;. but it was not to apply to the appointment of a 
io appl Bowen, L.J., said that sub-section 7 meant that the as ag 
vas to be equivalent to the three had 
eppoin . The intention was that a certain class of consequences 
‘ollowed in bankruptcy from the three things mentioned should, 
jn a liquidation, follow upon the appointment of a trustee, and, for the 
purpose of introducing those consequences, it was provided that the 
1ent of a trustee should be equivalent, according to circumstances, 
to the three mentioned. It was not intended that a trustee should 
not be appoin' unless all the conditions and limitations existed which 
ustify an adjudication under a bankruptcy petition. That would 
nonsense, for the appointment of a trustee was to be equivalent to three 
+ things, which, in pankinyycy, were subject to different sets of 
inconsistent with each other, and in no way commensurate. 
7 must refer only to the effect of the appointment of a trustee 
when he had been appointed.—Soxicrrors, G. A. Sedgwick; Munns § 


things mentioned when a 





Warnanty—BreacH—Maasvre or DamAcz.—In a case of In re The 
National Coffee Palace Company, before the Court of Appeal on the 3rd inst., 
a question arose as to the proper measure of damages for a breach of 
warranty. In April, 1879, Panmure, Gordon, & Co., who were stock- 
brokers, were instructed by one Lawrence to apply for fifty £1 shares in 
the National Coffee Publichouses Society. By a mistake on the part of 
one of their clerks the peony ag was made to the National Coffee 
Palace Company, and fifty shares in that company were allotted to Law- 
rence. In October, 1879, the National Coffee Palace Company was 
ordered to be wound up, and Lawrence was placed on the list of contribu- 
tories in respect of the fifty shares. He had not accepted the allotment, 
and he applied to have his name taken off the list, on the ground that he 
had not authorized any application for shares in that company, and his 
name was accordingly taken off. In November, 1882, on the yen 
of the official liquidator, Chitty, J., made an order directing Panmure, 

on, & Co. to pay to the liquidator £50 by way of Senge in 
respect of their application for fifty shares in the company to be allotted 
to Lawrence. e Court of Appeal (Brett, M.R., and Corron and 
Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed this decision. Brerr, M.R., said that this case 
ted more than the usual difficulties which had to be met in dealing 
with the question of the proper measure of damages. Whatever view a 
court might take upon the matter, if the case was one of first impression, 
yet when there were reported cases recognizing the principle upon which 
the question must be answered, and the principle thus recognized must be 
considered as one known in business circles, and, therefore, to contracting 
ies, the Court of Appeal would hold itself bound by that principle. 
the present case, the application of the official liquidator must be 
treated as an action for for breach of warranty by the brokers 
that they had a principal for whom they were authorized toact. Now, the 
contract in respect of which the damages could be claimed was not the con- 
tract which the principal would have made if he had really been in existence, 
but a contract only to the extent of the warranty. The brokers’ breach of 
contract consisted in not having the authority. at, then, were the damages 
to be awarded in such a case ? In ascertaining damages the same conditions 
always arose—viz., the measure and the amount. Now, the measure of 
damages in actions for breach’ of warranty was always the same in every 
ease—viz., that which the plaintiff had actually lost by losing the particu- 
lar contract which would have been made with him if the agent had really 
had such authority as he asserted that he had—in other words, what the 
plaintiff would have ed by the contract which the eget warranted 
should be made. In the present case the loss was that of the company, 
and that of the official liquidator as trustee for the creditors. Lawrence 
was a solvent person, and would have been able to pay on his own con- 
tract if made. The company would have received £50 upon the allotment, 
and the shares would have cost them nothing to allot. That was the 
primd facie measure of , and there was nothing to displace it. The 
order of Chitty, J., was, therefore, “—. Corron and Bowsn, L.JJ., 
concurred,—Soxntcrrors, Ochme $ Summerhays ; Lyne $ Holman. 


Coprricut—RuzorsTRaATIon—PuHorograru—'' Avtuor *—25 & 26 Vicr, 
¢. 68, as. 1, 4.—In a case of Nottage v. Jackson, before the Court of seni 
on the 2nd inst., a question arose as to Bemenning of the word “author 
as applied to a pho ph in the Copyright Act (25 & 26 Vict. c. 68). The 
action was brought to recover penalties for an alleged era sere of 
the plaintiffs’ copyright in a photograph of a group of the Australian 
cricketers at the , and for an injunction. pl 
business as the London yw a and Photogra , and the 


ic Com 
defendant had uced and sold copies of the Mologr in question. 
which the plainly loge were an infringement ot th oon t in the 
6 Vict. by section 


e plaintiffs carried on | any 


negative thereof, by any means and of any size, for the term of the natural 
ond — author, and yee Pee his death.’’ And section 4 
es whee og 0 etors of copyright in paintings, draw- 
ti and photographs ” shall be kept at Stationers’ Hall, wherein shall be 
entered a memorandum of every copyright to which any shall be 
entitled under the Act, and that the memorandum shall contain (inter alia) 
‘* a statement of the name and place of abode of the author of the work in 
which there shall be such copyright.’’ The plaintiffs had i 
themselves under the Act as the proprietors, and also as the authors ef the 
hotograph in question, and on behalf of the defendant the objection was 
‘shee that the registration was bad, because the plaintiffs could not be 
said to be the authors of the photograph, as, in fact, it was made, arranged, 
and produced by an artist in their employment—i.e., that the artistic merit 
was due, not to the plaintiffs, but to their employé. Field, J., gave judg- 
ment for the defendant, and his decision was affirmed by the Court of 
Appeal pape be M.R., and Corron and Bowen, L.JJ.). Brerr, M.R., said 
that if the plaintiffs were wrong in entering th ves as the authors of 
the photograph the registration was void. The question was, What was 
the meaning in the Act of the “ author’ of a photograph ? The question 
involved more than the mere name of the use the copyright 
was to continue d the life of the author. If the wrong name as 
author was entered, wrong life was putin, and the duration of the 
copyright was affected. His lordship had great difficulty in construing the 
Act, because pon’ who drew Acts of Parliament would use lan 
which nobody used. Who ever spoke of the author of a 
painting? Of course, one knew that the author of a inti 
must be the artist who drew it. But who was the author of 
a photograph? Photographers thought that those who employed 
the artist who took it were the authors, because he was a mere servant 
of his employer. His lordship could not tell whether the draftsman 
of the Act meant this or not. But the question was full of difficulty. 
If two persons were entered as authors, for whose life was the copyright 
to last, for the life of the longest liver? Then they might not live within 
200 miles of the shop where the business was carried on; they might 
there once a year. They might have a dozen studios; they might 
ae the making of the photographs in one place, and not in the 
others. In this ne Oy = it was not pretended that either of the plaintiffs 
went to the Oval. No doubt the idea of a photograph of the Australian 
cricketers occurred to one of the plaintiffs, and he put it into the head of 
the other. But the man who went to the Oval had to the group, 
to put in the plate, and to adjust the lenses. But even he did not do 
everything ; probably another man got the plate ready, and after all it 
was the sun which drew the picture, His lordship wondered whether the 
mtleman who drew the Act ever cleared his mind on the subject. His 
ordship found it difficult to clear his own mind, and the only thing he 
could do was to see who, in relation to a photograph, stood in the position 
most like to that of the author in relation to a painting or drawing. He 
thought that the person who superintended the arrangement, who 
actually placed the people in ion, who ogee the orders, was the 
effective cause of the picture being produced. It would be a question of 
evidence in each particular case who that person was. The court was not 
called on to say who it was in the present case. His lordship supposed 1t 
was the man who went to the Oval to take the photograph. It certainly 
was not either of the plaintiffs. The registration was, ‘ore, wrong, 
and the copyright did not exist, and the defendant was entitled to judg- 
meme. With amne ane Ne jase had = to this qouehenre- 
e result wo t the copyright in a photograph, if a proper 
registration was made, would last oa the life of some person who was 
probably never intended by the Act, and the great photographers must 
superintend the work themselves, or when they an artist they 
must consider, not only his skill, but the state of his health. Corroy, 
L.J., said that in his opinion the mere supplying of the used 
* mae pho did not make me = = oO su it the —— 
of the photograph, more than supplying the paper on wi 
a icture was : nted would make the’ nan, "vhe e it the 
- opinion the ‘‘au ” referred 
—%; i pave of the 


eae 
to e Act was the : cing, or 

es ae as the master mind. e intiffs had done nothing 
of sort. They had done nothing but supply the machinery 
and the salary of the man who took actual 
Bowsn, L.J., was of the same opinion. The 
be one of fact. Who would have been the au of the photograph, sup- 
posing: 0 See bed, neve. Hee Seat and the artist whom they 
ad employed had e down on his own pecuniary resources? Did he 
become less the author because he was paid by the plaintiffs? The Act 
treated ere one of the fine arts, and put it on a level with 
painting and ing. His lordship thought the author was not the man 
who bought the m ery, not the man who formed the idea, not 
the man who financed the and sent it.out. If the British 
Government sent out an to ph the spots on the sun, 
or a transit of Venus, could it be said that would be in 
oe author of the ade eke of team kay age —_ 
that case and the present was one lordship 

that the true definition of th 

Act was the man who really 





same. The Act 25 & o po ra gen ry , that ‘the | ideas of association, fancy, or m a @ name. 
author, being a British subject or ent within the dominions of the | That man was the effective cause of of the . 
Crown, of a ing, Growing, Kad otograph, which shall | His } would not aay that, if there were tio authors, t 
be or shall ve either in the British or elsewhere, | might not during the life of the survivor of them, but he 

and which shall not have sold or of before the commence- | the idea of two authors never presented itself to the person who the 
. Ment of this Act, and have the sole and exclusive | Act, If the person who the business could be the author, a 
tight of , engraving, cing, and m ‘wach paint- | stock company, limited, might be theauthor. What was the natural life af 
ing or drawing, and the thereof, or such ph , and the | such @company ? There wasno . This seemed to show that it was 
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not in the contemplation of the framer of the Act that either a — 
body or more than one person should be the author.—Sortcrrors, Neish ¢ 
Howell ; R. Smith § Wilmer. 


Serriep Lanp Act, 1880, s. 31—Apporntment or TrusTzE For Purposes 
or Actr—Soricrror tro Tenant ror Lirz.—In a case of In re Kemp’s Settled 
Estates, before the Court of Appeal on the 8th inst., the question arose 
whether the solicitor of the tenant for life under a settlement ought to be 
appointed a trustee of the settlement for the purposes of the Act. Bya 

ill dated April 10, 1861, certain estates were settled. The present trustees 
of the will (the survivors of three originally appointed by the testator) 
were Mr. Gibbs and Mr. J. R. Wood. Mr. Wood was a solicitor, and had 
been the family solicitor for many years. He was also the solicitor to the 
present tenant for life of the property. The will contained no power of 
sale. The tenant for life was desirous of exercising the power of sale 
conferred on him by the Settled Land Act, and in order that he mightdo 
so the Act required that he should give notice of his intention to the 
trustees of the settlement as defined by section 2 of the Act—i.e., trustees 
with a power of sale. The present trustees not being trustees within that 
definition, it became necessary to appoint new trustees under section 38 
for the purposes of the Act. The tenantfor life accordingly applied to 
Kay, J., to appoint Messrs. Gibbs and Wood trustees for the purposes of 
the Act. Kay, J., approved of Mr. Gibbs, but objected to the appoint- 
ment of Mr. Wood, on account of the position which he occupied as solici- 
tor to the tenant for life. The Court of Appeal (Brerr, M.R., and Corron 
and Bowen, L.JJ.) affirmed this decision. Corron, L.J., who delivered 
the judgment of the court, said that undoubtedly Mr. Wood was a most 
fit person to be a trustee of the will ; he was a gentleman of high position 
against whom nothing could be alleged. But he was solicitor to the 
tenant for life, and notice had to be given to the trustees in order that 
they might be a check on the tenant for life in the exercise of the large 
powers conferred on him by the Act. His lordship had no doubt that 

. Wood would give the very best advice he could to the tenant for life 
as to the exercise of the power of sale as affecting the interests of other 
parties. But Mr. Wood, like other men, like judges, was fallible; he 
might give mistaken advice; and how could he as trustee object to that 
which the tenant for life might do under his advice? It would in effect 
be Mr. Wood giving notice to Mr. Wood in order that he might object to 
what he rheril ssae~ J advised the tenant for life to do. That would be 
putting him in a false position. It was urged that the testator had him- 
self appointed Mr. Wood a trustee. But there was nothing in the will to 
put him in the position of having to control the tenant for life. The 
testator had, no doubt, the greatest confidence in Mr. Wood, but there 
was nothing to show that he would have wished to place him in the posi- 
tion of a trustee under the Act. Without casting the slightest slur upon 
Mr. Wood, yet, having regard to his position, their lordships were of 
opinion that Kay, J., had properly exercised his discretion, and that 
some other person ought to be appointed as a trustee under the Act.— 
Sorictrors, Wainwright § Baillie. 





Baxxevercy Aprrat—Sexvice or Norice—Destor’s Appress UnN- 
xsows—Sverstitcrep Service—Banxevrtcy Rvuizs, 1870, rr. 36, 37— 
Oxp. 58, nx. 9,15.—In a case of Ez parte Warburg, before the Court of 
Appeal on the 4th inst., a question arose as to service of a notice of 
appeal against the refusal to adjudicate a debtor a bankrupt. 
had been served with the petition just as he was starting for America, and 
he said that he was going to Texas. He gave no notice, under rule 36, 
of his intention to show cause against the petition, and was, therefore, 
not entitled to be heard on the hearing of the petition, and no one 

for him when it was heard. The registrar refused to adjudicate 

- that there was not wn a gy te trwen mag an act of bank- 
e petitioning creditor appealed, but served no notice of the 

on the debtor, as, indeed, he could not, not knowing his address, 
It was contended that, as the debtor was not entitled to be heard in the 
court below, he was not entitled to be heard on the appeal. The Court 
(Bzerr, M_R., and Corrox and Bowrs, L.JJ.), however, held the notice 
of the appeal ought to be served. Apd they held that, notwiths 


. 
ANON D 
* 





jj c the Judicature Rules contain no provision an 
order for substituted service of a notice of appes e court ic- 
ion to Ti ch an order. And they directed an advertisement to be 
ri wan an n the don Gazette, vtat ng hat the 
appeal would be heard in November next, and that noti e should als be 
Ive On all of the debtor im London.—Souiciroxns, Coburn 
— agen ’ $ 


Usomcnsrcep Baxxevertr—Cirose or Basxevetcy—Avrren- acavinep 
Paorezry—Dezatu or Baxxnvrr nzvone Exrinatrion oy Tunes Yeans— 
ADMINISTRATION —Risuts or O1n Cxeprrons—Baxxnurrey Act, 
1869, x. 12, 15, 47, 54.—In a case of Green v. Bmith, betore North, J., on 
the 2th ult.,a question arose as to the ite of the creditors who have 

Aina fosteenter, and who have ed but have not 


dividends, 
paid in full, noes uired by the bankrupt after the 
dons ut tao waar oe Sting’ Midel on seine i . 
an mate 


shillings theepound been 

- of three years from the close of the bank- 
died intestate. He had meanwhile acquired fresh 
and had contracted new debts. An action was t by one 

of new creditors to administer the estate of the intestate, and an ad- 


enough to pay the costs of the action and the debts of the new a1 
full, and the question arose whether the old creditors who had 
the bankruptcy were entitled to the surplus, or whether the admiy 
was entitled to it beneficially. Section 12 of the Bankruptcy 
provides that, ‘‘ when adebtor shall be adjudicated a bankrupt, no ¢ 
to whom the bankrupt is indebted in respect of any debt proveable 
bankruptcy shall have any remedy against the property or pons 
pt in respect of such debt, except in manner directed by this A) 
but that this section shall not affect the rights of secured creditors, Qy 
tion 15 provides that ‘‘the property divisible among his creditors, andj, _ 
this Act referred to as the property of the bankrupt,” shall comprig 
(inter alia) ‘‘ all such property as may belong'to or be vested in the 
at the commencement of the bankruptcy, or may be acquired by or dej 
on him during its continuance.’”’ Section 52 provides that, where a ban, 
rupt has not obtained his discharge, then, from and after the close of hy 
bankruptcy, (1) no portion of a debt proveable under the bankrupteysha) 
be enforced against his property until the expiration of three years froy 
the close of the bankruptcy ; (2) at the expiration of the three years, if the 
bankrupt has not obtained an order of discharge, any balance ; 
unpaid in respect of any debt proved in the ban ptey ‘* shall be re 
to be a subsisting debt in the nature of a judgment debt, and, subject 
the rights of any persons who have become creditors of the debtor sings | 
the close of his bankruptcy, may be enforced against any property of th 
debtor,” with the sanction of the court, but to the extent, at the time, anj 
in manner directed by the court. On behalf of the old creditors 
was placed on the decisions, such as Barton v. Tattersall (1 R. & M. 
and Ward v. Painter (5 M. & C. 298), under the old Insolvent Debtors Acts 
that, after the death of a debtor who had obtained his discharge unde 
those Acts, a creditor could maintain a suit in equity for the admi 
of his assets in payment of his debts. Nonrru, J., held that these decisions 
did not apply, but that the question must be decided solely on thy 
language of the Act of 1869. And he was of opinion that section } 
applied, not only to the property of the bankrupt divisible among his 
creditors in the bankruptcy, but also to property acquired by him after the 
close of the bankruptcy, and that the creditors who could prove in the 
bankruptcy had no right against the after-acquired property of the bank. 
rupt except in the mode prescribed by section 54. The bankrupt having 
died before the expiration of the three years, the remedy given by section 
54 could not be enforced, but still the prohibition contained in section 2 
remained in force, and the old creditors could not sustain an action to ad- 
minister the after-acquired property of the intestate, or prove in the action 
which had been brought by a new creditor. The surplus, therefore, be. 
eer the administrator.—Soricrrors, G. L. P. Eyre § Co.; J. J. § 
. J. Allen. 





Practice—AprgaL FRoM OrpER IN CHAMBERS—ORDER ALLEGED TO BE 
OBTAINED BY CoLLUston—LEAVE TO IssuzE Wrir—Compantes Act, 1862, 8, 
35.—In the case of In re The German Date Coffee Company (Limited), before 
Chitty, J., on the 3rd inst., an application was made on behalf of the 
official liquidator of the company to extend the time for moving to dis- 
charge an order obtained in chambers in May, 1881, upon a summons 
under the Companies Act, 1862, s. 35, by a shareholder for the removal of 
his name from the list of shareholders of the company. It was now 
alleged that the shareholder had obtained the order by collusion, he bes 
himself a director of the company. Notice of the present motion 
been served upon the solicitor who had acted for the shareholder when the 
order was obtained, and who now appeared and stated that he had long 
ceased to act for him, and had no knowledge of his address. Currry, J, 
said that as the company was respondent to the summons it was open to 
it to have made a motion under the 50th section of the Judicature Act, 
1873. This should be done in the case of an order made on an ong 
summons within twenty-one days from the drawing up of the order 
(Heatley v. Newton, 30 W. R. 72, L. R. 19 Ch. D. 326). The notice of 
motion could not be said to have been properly served upon the share- 
holder under the Consolidated General Orders (ord. 3, rr. 2, 4) without 
giving a technical effect to the latter rule. In the absence of p 
notice the court would not be doing justice by om the time in 
case before it. The applicant was also seeking to rge an order 
which was in its nature final on the ground that it was obtained by collu- 
sion. To do this a writ was oxen 6 Under the pr seme i there were 
cases where bills were filed without leave for impeac iB decrees, on the 
ground that they had been fraudulently obtained. In his lordship’s 
inion an action was the proper mode of procedure in the present case. 
For these reasons he refused the present motion, and gave the liquidator 
leave to issue a writ. The ——- costs would come out of the assets, 
and two guineas would be also allowed to the solicitor upon whom the 
notice of motion was served.—Soricrrons, J. Myers ; Owles § Collinson. 





SOLICITORS’ CASES, 
Hion Court or Justick.—Cuancepy Division. 
Before Kay, J. 
Ang. 2.—Jn re Beall," 
Solicitor and client—Lien for costs—Delivery up of documents, 


This was a motion on behalf of General Eyre, that Mr, Edward Beall, 

ising under the firm of Beall & Co,, might bo ordered to deliver 0 
he said General Fyre on oath the certificate for ten pay pee shares 
of the said G Eyre in the Quartz Hill Consolidated Gold Mining 








ministration judgment was pronounced. The assets were more than 


* Reported by A. J, Sruncen, Enq, Barrintor-at-Law, 
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Company (Limited), and all other documents belonging to the said General 
Byte then in his on, upon payment by him of £1, which sum he 
thereby offered to pay, and that such order might be declared to be with- 
out prejudice to all clai which the said General Eyre had against the 
said Beall for indemnity in respect cf the costs of the defendants 
in an action then lately pending in the Chancery Division, and all claims 
by the said General Eyre against the said Edward Beall for neglect and 
preach of duty as his solicitor in the matter of the said action or other- 


le Eyre was the holder of ten fully paid-up shares in the Quartz 

Hil Consolidated Gold Mining Company (Limited). 
On the 20th of January, 1882, he received from Messrs. Beall & Co. a 
to the effect that certain clients of the firm, being shareholders in 


Erk 








Th 


° & bai. above company, were desirous of taking action for, among other 
S€ Of his ps4 the per of their subscribed capital, and inviting the eines. 
>tcy shal tion of the other shareholders. The circular proceeded thus: ‘‘In the 
rs ftom event of your co-operating with our clients, we shall be glad to know that 
rS, if the prepared to share the expenses incidental thereto, such con- 


are 
Vbation not to exceed two shillings per share.’’ 
General Eyre, in answer, wrote: ‘‘I am quite willing to pay the quota 
of two shillings per share, named in your letter of yesterday, as the pro- 
portion of cost not to be exceeded in furtherance of any steps you may 


iy 


5 


# 





r Of the take, on behalf of other shareholders, to obtain a return of the money we 
ime, ang have paid.”” 

General Eyre subsequently sent to Messrs. Beall & Co. papers in his 
if. possession relating to the company, including his certificate of shares. 
rs Acts, Proceedings were commenced against the company, in the name of 
© under General Eyre and others as plaintiffs, by Messrs. Beall & Co, 
stration An order was made dismissing the action for want of prosecution, but 
ecisions Messrs. Beall & Co. refused to give up to General Eyre his certificate of 


shares and other papers, alleging that they have, or might have, a lien for 
costs against them beyond the £1 tendered by the applicant. 

J. Rigby, Q.C., and Edward Beaumont, in support of the application. 

W. Pearson, Q.C., and Dunham, for Mr. Beall. - 

Kay, J., said this was a motion, brought under the jurisdiction which 
the court had over its own officers, that Mr. Beall should hand over to 
General Eyre certain documents, which had been deposited with Beall & 
0o., and offering at the same time to pay £1. The defence was that Mr. 
Beall had a lien for more than £1. It was said that he might bring an 
action, and on putting the facts before the court obtain a larger amount, 
and that it was his intention to commence such proceedings. That was 
no reason why he (the learned judge) should not decide the matter now 
upon the materials before him. Mr. Beall, he said, now refused to hand 
the documents over unless all costs of the action were paid ; but he decided 
that he must do so within a fortnight (so as to enable him to search for 
the certificate, which he said he was unable to find), and must pay the 
costs of that application, the £1 which General Eyre offered to pay being 
set off against such costs. 

Solicitors, Finch, Jennings, § White ; Beall § Co. 
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QUEEN’s BENcH Division. 
(Sittings in Banc, before FrELD and WATKIN WILL1AMs, JJ.) 

August 7.—In the Matter of W. G. Whitmarsh, a Solicitor, and others. 

In this case a rule nisi had been obtained, on behalf of the Incorporated 
Law Society, calling upon Mr. Whitmarsh to show cause why he should 
not'be struck off-the rolls, and upon one Edroff and one Marson to show 
cause why they should not be punished under section 32 of the Solicitors 
Act of 1843, the former for having as a certificated person allowed the 
others to 1 ype in his name, and Edroff and Marson for having, though 
unqualifi ms, so acted as solicitors. An agreement had been 
entered into between Whitmarsh, Edroff, and Marson in September, 1882, 
under which the last‘named was to find the necessary capital for working 
pats business in co-partnership on equal terms as to the division of the 


goeGes 


aS Ssre FE 


its with the other two, and to pay down the money for taking out 
itmarsh’s certificate. Edroff, who did not appear to-day, and had 
viously to the time in question been a clerk in a solicitor’s office, was 
introduce business to the firm, and Whitmarsh was to lend his name for 
the business. Marson had been an ironmonger, and by the terms of the 
a between the parties it was agreed that he should have sufficient 
@ daily to attend to his own business as an ironmonger and iron frame 
maker, though he was bound generally to devote himself to the business 
to be carried on in Whitmarsh’s name. Edroff appeared first to have 
brought Whitmarsh and Marson together, but it appeared that the latter 
had well aware that Whitmarsh had for some time been in. the habit 
of hanging about East-end police courts, and had been turned out of one 
of them for having attempted to practise there at a time when he had not 
taken out his certificate. It appeared that the fact of the partnership 
between Whitmarsh, Edroff, and Marson had been discovered by a blunder 
of the last named in having served the original writ in an action, instead 
of a copy of it, upon one Swift. The address at which the business had 
been carried on by the three defendants was 15, Finsbury-place- buildings, 
E.C., and it was shown that both Edroff and Marson had issued writs and 

attended summonses at chambers. 
Rose-Innes, on behalf of Marson, that the court should deal 
orant of the ill ov of the 


leniently with him, as he had been wholly i 
agreement into which he had entered wi hitmarsh and 


Slade- Butler, on behalf of Whitmarsh, said that Edroff and Marson had 
taken advantage of his impecuniosity to compel him to enter into the agree- 
ment in question, He had not intended to allow them to practise in his 
name, and had been really compelled to aign an —— which had been 
forced upon him by Edroif, and more especially Marson, 


SFRSTESISERSS 
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Wills, Q.C. (with whom was Murray), said that he on behalf 
of the Incorporated Law Society, and called the atten of the court to 
the terms of the agreement, which stipulated that Marson should find 
‘capital to commence a legal business,’’ and unquestionably placed 
Whitmarsh, Edroff, and Marson all on a par in the business as principals. 
It was quite clear that they had brought at least five actions in six weeks, 
and that if Edroff and Marson had acted contrary to Whitmarsh’s wishes, 
and in a way that he would have prevented had he been in any way aware 
of it, as had been now suggested, he (Whitmarsh) would have been able, 
by producing his letter-book and other books, to have shown that he could 
have had no knowledge of what they had been doing. ‘hese books had 
not been produced, and it was idle to suppose that he could not have been 
im f aware of the purport and effect of the illegal agreement which he 

signed. 

Fretp, J., in delivering judgment, said that it was quite plain that each 
party was now attempting to cast the blame on the other. Whitmarsh 
had clearly been a party to the various acts done by Edroff and Marson as 
solicitors. He (Whitmarsh) had sworn in his affidavit that not only 
Edroff, but Marson too, had at one time been a clerk in a solicitor’s office, 
but whether this was the fact or not the court could not but arrive at the 
conclusion that Whitmarsh had allowed the other two to practise as 
solicitors in his name. The statute gave no alternative to the court, and 
Whitmarsh must, therefore, be struck off the rolls, and Marson and 
Edroff would each be sentenced to be imprisoned for a term of three 
months. 

Wark Wuiiu1ams, J., in concurring, said that the court could not bat 
be aware of the fact that the offence committed by the parties to this 
agreement, which conclusively proved that they intended to contravene 
the provisions of the Solicitors Act of 1843, was one of which several 
other persons had lately been shown to have been guilty.— Times. 





(Sittings in Bane before PoLLock, B., and Lopgs, J.) 


Aug. 8.—JIn the Matter of a Solicitor. 

In this case a rule nisi had been obtained, at the instance of the In- 
corporated Law Society, calling upon the solicitor in question to answer 
the matters of an affidavit, and, in default of his giving a sati 
answer to the matters therein complained of, to show cause why he should 
not be struck off the rolls. 

Everitt, Q.C., and Renshaw, appeared for the solicitor; Wills, Q.C., and 
Garth, were for the Incorporated Law Society. 

The complaint against the solicitor was that in a debt which he had 
claimed under the bankruptcy of one Macdougall he had included fees to 
counsel which had not been paid by him. The proof of the solicitor had 
been objected to, and when he had given particulars of his claim a question 
had arisen as to whether or not these fees had been actually paid. He 
made no attempt to conceal the fact that they had not been paid, and of 
course no dividend had either been paid or claimed on them im the 
bankruptcy. It was now contended on behalf of the solicitor in question 
that he had had no intention to act dishonestly, and at most had committed 
an irregularity, zi 

The Court, in adopting this view, ordered the rule sisi to be discharged, 
but said that he must pay the costs of this application.— Times. 





COUNTY COURTS. 
MARYLEBONE. 
(Before H. J. Sronor, Esq., Judge.) 
July 24.—Ex parte Miller; In the Matter of @ proposed Action of 
Miller v. Long. 
Application to sue ‘‘ in forma Se ” in a county court granted. 
This was an application for the in the proposed action to be 
admitted to sue in formd pauperis 


Fletcher appeared for the applicant. ? 
His Honour said it had been distinctly held in the case of Chinn v. Bullen 


(8 Q. B. 447) that a «uty uur juke bas, Me cs ba Ta a the 
9& L Vict. c. 98, the original Count arts Ac wer 















sy LA 
td allow partie She in formd pau DOSSeS i 
Court, in his absolute discretion, unfettered by the rules of the High Uc 
or any others, the County Courts Rules, 1875, Lela wiellp silent as to the 
same. Such discretion ought, however, obvi to be exercised in a 


different manner from that in which the judges of the High Court exercised 
their discretion, asthe ciroumstances widely differed. Genera , the 
rule of the High Court that a person’s not being worth £5 entitled him to 
sue in forma pauperis would be wholly inapplicable to county court cases so 
long as the nnantiet won in. the sand ot Se or sufficient income 
to pay the fees which were required in respect of 
for. In the larger  pogenlgs county court cases there was no reason why 
he should be allowed to sue ia formd panperis, inasmuch as there his ex- 
penses ceased, and he had not to bring his action in a distant court, or 
where there were ple and | assistance was essential, but had a 
discharged the 


local court provided for him where the judge practically ‘ 
duties of he pl er and the advocate as well as his own judicial duties. 










Tt was therefor be 

reent formed pi Ad 7 sete with 
violence, The intended plaintiff appeared to be destitute, counsel 
certified that she had a good cause of action and was te appear 
forher, Upon the affidavit which had been filed it therefore appear to 


the court fees would amount te 





be such an exceptional case, especially as 
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£3, but his Honour considered that the right course would be for the ap- 
— to serve a notice of motion on the intended defendant in the first 
ce to show cause why an Order should not be made for the intended 


plaintiff to sue in pa 


uperis. 
The case was adjourned to the Ist of August to enable her to serve such 


and stated that the defendant 
had been served with notice of the application, and had intimated through 
his solicitor that he should not oppose the motion, and his Honour ordered 
that the plaintiff should be permitted to sue in formé pauperis, and that 


notice. 
Aug 1.—The plaintiff's counsel ap 


the summons should issue without payment of fees. 








SOCIETIES. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Etection or Covunctt. 


The adjourned annual general meeting was held at the Incorporated 
Law Society’s Hall, Chancery-lane, on Tuesday afternoon, under the 
presidency of Mr. Ebenezer J. Bristow, President. Barely a quorum of 
the members were present. 


The Prestwznt having stated the object for which the meeting was 
called—viz., to receive the scrutineers’ report of the poll for the election of 
members of the council— 


Mr. Nicnotas Hanuart, chairman of the scrutineers, read the following 
report :— 


Report of the Scrutineers appointed by the President of the Society, certifying the 
Result of the Election of Twelve Members of the Council. 

Pcrsuant to the appointment made by the president at the meeting of 
the society held on the 13th of July, 1883, in compliance with the 5th 
section of bye-law 15, we, the undersigned, the scrutineers so appointed, 
beg to _— to the members of the society our report certifying the 
result of the election, which has been conducted in accordance with the 
charter and bye-laws of the society. 

The secretary handed to us on Friday, the 3rd of August, a box containing 
the voting papers, which had been placed in it as soon as they were 
delivered. 

The first schedule hereto annexed contains the total number of voting- 
papers received, amounting in all to 1,903. 

he same schedule sets forth the number of voting-papers rejected, and 
the grounds of rejection. 

One has been rejected on the ground that it was not received by mid- 
night on the 2nd of August, twelve because the voting-papers were not 
signed, and three because no names were struck out in ink. 

The total number of votes in favour of each candidate is set forth in 
the second schedule hereto annexed. 

The third schedule contains the names of those candidates whom we 
find, and certify to be, duly elected. 

The voting-papers have been duly closed up under our seal, and will be 
retained in our care for the period of one month, which will expire on 
the 7th of September next, when we shall destroy them, as provided by 
section 2, bye-law 18. 

N. Hanuart, Chairman; W. Harprxczs Humpnreyrs; Harry Woop- 
warp; A. C. Curtis-Haywarp ; W. Russet, Cooxe.—August 3, 1883. 

The first schedule referred to in the annexed report :— 


Total number of voting-papers received ° . 1,903 
A. Received after the prescribed date oe te ae 
B. Unsigned ee ee ee Oe eee 
C. No names struck out in ink age ee Dan. 
6 


1 
The second schedule referred to in the annexed report :— 


Thomas H Bolton, 482; Charles John Follett, B.C.L., M.A., 1,629; 
John Edward Fox, 447; Bartle John Laurie Frere, 1,616; William 
Godden, LL.B., 1,614; —. Burrow Gregory, M.A., M.P., 1,706; 
John Hollams, 1,639; James Warnes Howlett, 1,626; Grinham Keen, 
1,598 ; Edmund Kimber, 472; James Robert Macarthur, 491; Richard 
Mills, M.A., 1,623; Joseph Mote, 487; Joseph Myers, 402; Henry Leigh 
Pem' , 1,656; Richard Pennington, 1,626; Theodore Waterhouse, 
B.A., LL.B., 1,645; William Williams, 1,619. 

The third schedule referred to in the annexed report. Names of the 
candidates duly elected :— 


George Burrow Gregory, M.P., 1,706; Henry Leigh Pemberton, 1,656; 
Theodore Waterhouse, 1,645; John Hollams, 1,639; Charles John Follett, 
1,629 ; James Warnes Howlett, 1,626; Richard Pennington, 1,626; 
Richard Mills, 1,623; William Williams, 1,619; Bartle John Laurie 
Frere, 1,616; William Godden, 1,614; Grinham Keen, 1,598. 

N. Hawuart, Chairman; W. Harpice Humenreys; Harry Woop- 
warp; A. C, Corntis-Haywanp; W. Russert Cooxz.—August 3, 1883. 

The Presipgnr remarked that the scrutineers had been put to more 
than ordinary trouble upon the present occasion, and that had been 
engaged in the nantes Se something like eleven hours, moved a 
vote of thanks to them for their services. 

Sir Tuomas Parwz having seconded the motion, which was carried 
unanimously, 

Mr, Hannant returned thanks, and the proceedings terminated. 






Aug. 11, 18 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Pretomnary Examrnation, Jury, 1883. 


We are requested to add the following. name to the list of 
candidates at the above examination :—John Rowland Cattle. 








UNITED LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETY. 


The usual weekly meeting of this society was held at Clem 
Hall on Wednesday, A’ 1, when the subject of ‘‘ Compulsory Vaceiiy. 
tion ’’ was discussed. e debate was opened by Mr. H. J. H. Bull, 
moved, ‘‘ That oY, vaccination has proved of the utmost benef 
the community, and any attempt made for its abolition should be stron, 
opposed.”’ essrs. Keep, Eiloart, Jenks, Harvey, and Spence gp 
upon the subject, and after the opener had replied the motion was put 
the meeting and carried unanimously. The chair was occupied 
E. F, Spence. The society’s meetings will be discontinued during th 
months of August and September. ; 













THE NEW RULES OF COURT. 


Tue Bar Committee met on Tuesday in the Inner Temple Hal. 
Sir Hardinge Giffard, Q.C., M.P., presided, and there was a numeroy 
attendance of members. The report of the sub-committee Bi ee 
on the 10th of July last to consider and report on the new Ju 
Rules was brought up, submitted to the committee, and adopted una. 
mously. The report is as follows—viz. :— 

‘The new rules were (as the sub-committee is informed) laid upon th 
table of both Houses of Parliament on the 6th of July last, and by sectin 
25 of the Judicature Act, 1875, they would, therefore, come into fore, 


unless within forty days from such -mentioned date an address from 
either House praying annul them were presented to her Majesty, and 
the prayer of such petition granted. The forty days will expire on th 


15th inst. The new rules were not issued to the sub-committee and the 
public generally before the 25th of July last, and the sub-committee has 
met on two occasions since that date, and has, in the limited time ati 
disposal, given the best consideration it can to them. Owing to th 
proximity of the Long Vacation and the press of business which, 4s is 
well-known, immediately precedes that event ; to the occasional absence m 
circuit of some of its members, and to the fact that before the forty days 
expire many members of the sub-committee will have left town, the sub- 
committee does not consider that it is possible under the circumstances to 
give the consideration to the new rules which they deserve and require in 
the interests of the suitors, as making many most important alterationsin 
the procedure and practice hitherto prevailing. The sub-committee would 
point out, as matters meriting grave consideration, the alterations in the 
right of trial by jury, in the conduct of trials, in the right to discovery, 
the changes in pleadings, and in third- procedure. The sub-committee 
would also call attention to the great increase of business to be transactel 
in the chambers of the judges attached to the Chancery Division caused by 
the new rules, no Bem having been made for its dispatch. The 
sub-committee think it is to be regretted that publicity: was not given 
to the new rules, and that an opportunity was not afforded to the 
fession of making suggestions before they were finally settled. In 
circumstances the sub-committee consider it best to submit at once to the 
Bar Committee whether the most desirable course to pursue is not to 
endeavour to obtain a postponement of the date at which the rules come 
into operation, and an extension of the time within which an address may 
be presented to her Majesty praying that any rule or order may le 
annulled. Such postponement would also have this advantage—that the 
profession would have an opportunity to suggest amendments for the 
consideration of the Committee of Judges. To obtain this 

and extension of time the sub-committee apprehend that an Act of Par- 
liament is requisite.” 

In support of the steps about to be taken in Parliament by Sir Hardinge 
Giffard, the following resolutions were carried unanimously :— 

(a.) That a petition be presented on the part of this committee to each 
of the Houses of Parliament, praying that the House do B recog an 
address to her Majesty to annul the ales of the Supreme Court, 1883, 
in order that, if thought fit, they may be again issued after opportunity 
shall have been afforded for due consideration of them on behalf of the 
public and the profession. ; 

(6.) That the petition embody the substance of the report of the sub- 
committee, and that printed copies of the petitign be sent to the member 
of both Houses of Parliament. 

Sir Hardinge Giffard, in the course of some observations which he 
addressed to , said that a body of rules which it had takens 
small committee of the udges two years to settle could not be properly 
considered by members of Parliament, or by legal or lay opinion, in the 
very short time which now remains at the disposal of the Legislature. 
The petition will accordingly pray for a nement of the date at which 
the new rules come into operation, an extension of the time 
which an address may be presented to her Majesty praying that any 





or order may be annulled, 
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HOUSE OF LORDS. 
Aug. 2.—Royal Assent. 


LEGISLATION OF THE WEEK, 


The Royal Assent was given by Commission to the following Acts :— 
Consolidated Fund (No. 4); Annual Turnpike Acts Continuance; Relief 
i Unions (Ireland) ; Sea Fisheries ; Sea Fisheries (Ireland) ; 


Distressed. 
= Service (Ireland); Tramways Orders Confirmation (No. 1); Educa- 
eae Provisional Order Confirmation (London) ; 
nfi 


ways 


rmation (No. 3); Local Government Boards (Gas) Provisional 


tion 
Onder Confirmation ; Local Government Boards Provisional Orders Con- 


firmation (No. 4) (No. 5) (No. 7); Poor Law (No. 2); Plymouth and Dart- 
“Be ? Sorinteyiant Diskeses Tramways; Gateshead and District 


YS 5 


Railway and Dock ; 


Hartlepool Borough 


orth London Tramways; Hull, assans and West Riding 


on; London 


and North-Western Railway (Additional Powers); Rhondda and Swansea 


chet 


uth-West Suburban Water; Dumbarton Waterworks, 
ildings; Stoke-upon-Trent and Fenton Gas; Ramsey and 


Somersham Junction Railway; Lydd Railway (Extension); Cork and 


enmare Railwa 
~ and Har 


; Ballina 


and 


Railway; Ballina and Killala 
ur; Banbury and Cheltenham Direct Railway; Central 


i Se Carmarthen Junction Railway ; Clyde Navigation ; Manchester, 


LEGAL APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Artuur Wetiestzy Wrart, solicitor (of the firm of Newton & 
Wyatt), of 43, Finsbury-cireus, has been cag Deputy Coroner for 
the Camberwell Division of the County of pig Mr. Wyatt is the son 
of Sir Richard Henry Wyatt, solicitor, clerk of the peace for Surrey. He ° 
was admitted a solicitor in 1875. 

Mr. Aurrep Donnison, solicitor and notary, of 71, Cornhill, has been 
ap inted a Commissioner for taking Affidavits and Acknowledgments of 
ied Women in the Supreme Court of the Colony of New Zealand. 

Mr. Joszpn Barrarr Jacques, who. has been ted one of the 
Revising Barristers for Lincolnshire, was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Easter Term, 1864. He practises on the Midland Circuit and 

at the Leicestershire and Northamptonshire ions. 

Mr. Wiiu1am Epwarp Maxwett, barrister, has been appointed a Mem- 
ber of the Legislative and Executive Counvil of the Straits Settlements. 
Mr. Maxwell is the son of Sir Peter Benson Maxwell. He was called to 
the bar at the Inner Temple in January, 1881, and he is commissioner of 
land titles in the Straits Settlements. 


Mr. Lzonarp Warner, solicitor (of the firm of Goble & Warner), of 
Fareham and Titchfield, has been appointed Deputy Coroner for the 


; Lambourne 


Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway (Additional Powers); Paddington 
Market; Portsmouth Waterworks; Southern Railway; Taff Vale Railway ; 
Limerick Waterworks; Newborough Drainage; Regent’s Canal, City Docks 
Railway (Canal Capital) ; Leoipert Wharf; East and West Yorkshire 
Union Railways Act; South mdon Tramways; Hastings and St. 
Gas; Lancashire and Yorkshire Railway; Market Deeping 
Railway (Abandonment); Cork Harbour; Ipswich Gas; Stoke Dennis 
Rectory; Croydon and Norwood Tramways; Great Northern Railway ; 
Valley Railway; Metropolitan Board of Works (Bridges) ; 
= Street Improvement ; Newport Dock nsfer) ; Pontypridd, 
Caerphilly, and So ge Railway ; Hawarden and District Waterworks ; 
Staines and West yton Railway!; Skegness Chapel; St. Leonards 
and Alford Tramways; Earl of Aylesford’s Estate (Amendment); Guin- 
ness’s Estate. 
Bili Read a Second Time. 


Greenwich Hospital. 
Bills in Committee. 
Summary Jurisdiction (Repeal, &c.); Metropolitan Board of Works 


(Money). , ae 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Brr1s.—Haddan’s Patent; Great Western Railway; Fresh- 
water, Yarmouth, and Newport Railway. 
Aug. 3.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Private Bruu.—Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (Nos. 1—8). 


Petroleum. 
Bills Read a Third Time. 
Metropolitan Board of Works (Money) ; Companies (Colonial Registers). 


Aug. 6.—Bills Read a Second Time. 


ery Jurisdiction (Repeal, &c.); Trial of Lunatics; Railway 
Passenger Duty, &c. 
Bill in Committee. 
Greenwich Hospital. 


Bill Read a Third Time. 
Parvate Brrt.—Portsmouth (Borough), Kingston, Fratton, and Southsea 


Tramways. 
Aug. 7.—Bills Read a Second Time. 

Statute Law Revision ; Statute Law Revision and Civil Procedure ; 

Agricultural Holdings (England) ; Parochial Charities (London). 
Bill in Committee. 
Railway Passenger Duty, &c. 
Bill Read a Third Time. 
Greenwich Hospital. 





HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

Aug. 2.—Bills Read a Third Time. 

Private Biris.—Barnet District Gas and Water; Windsor and Eton 

Water; Electric Lighting Provisional Orders (No. 8). 

: Avg. 4.—Bill Read a Second Time. 
Diseases Prevention (Metropolis). 

Bilis in Committee. 
a of Wages in Public Houses ; Cruelty to Animals Acts Amend- 
ment. 


Aug. 6.— Bills in Committee. 
Diseases Prevention (Metropolis) ; Revenue and Friendly Societies. 
Bilis Read a Third Time. 
Privarr Brit.—King’s — Graving Dock. 
Payment of Wages in Public-houses. 
New Bills. 

Bill to suspend for a limited period, on account of corrupt practices, the 
holding of an election of a member or members to serve in Parliament for 
certain cities and boroughs (ArroRNEY-GENERAL). 

Bill to continue various expiring laws (Mr. H. GuAvstowr). 

Aug. 7.—Bi @ Second Time. 

National Debt; Onna Practices (Suspension of Elections). 

itt Read a Third Time. 


Barrister for the Southern Division of Hampshire 
Christopher Rawlinson, late Chief Justice of Madras. He was educated at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, where he graduated in the third class of the 
Law and History Tripos in 1870. He was called to the bar at the Inner 
Temple in Hilary Term, 1874, and he practises on the Western Circuit 
and at the Hampshire Sessions. 


Fareham Division of Hampshire. Mr. Warner was admitted a solicitor in 
1878. . 


Mr. Georez Newron Day, solicitor, of Huntingdon and St. Ives, has 


been appointed Clerk to the Magistrates for the etre gy Division of 
Huntingdonshire. Mr. Day is town clerk of the boroug 
was admitted a solicitor in 1855. 


of St. Ives. He 


Mr. CuristopHer RAWwLInson, 


who has been appointed Revising 
"a ta son of Sir 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 


HIGH COURT OF JUSTICE.—CHANCERY DIVISION. 
Lone Vacation, 1883. 
Notice to Solicitors. 
On and after Monday, August 20, the registrar in attendance will, for 
the purpose of facilitating vacation business, sign certificates for sale and 
transfer on Tuesday and Friday in every week, but the certificates should 
be left for examination at least one clear day previously. On Tuesday in 
every week the registrar will make alterations necessary in orders to be 
acted on by the Chancery Paymaster; but the order and any necessary 
, and a memorandum of a required alteration, should be left at his 


seat at least one clear day previcusly. 
} Vacation Registrars. 


Grorce Farrer, 
Germain Lavir, 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, August 10. 





Judge’s Papers. 
The following papers for the Vacation Judge are required to be left 
with the cause clerk in attendance at the Royal Courts of Justice (Room 
136), on or before the Monday previous to the day on which the applica- 
tion to the judge is intended to be made :— 
1. ras certificate of urgency, or note of special leave, granted 
y the judge. 
2. Two copies of writ and two copies of pleadings (if any), and any 
other documents showing the nature of the application. 
3. Two copies of notice of motion 
4, Office copy affidavits in support with exhibits, and also the affidavits 
in answer, if any filed. 
N.B.—Solicitors are requested, when the application has been dis- 
posed of, to apply at once to the judge’s clerk, in court, for the return of 
Grorcr Farrer, 


their papers. 
Geiate Laviz, } Vacation Registrars. 
Chancery Registrars’ Chambers, Royal Courts of Justice, August 10. 








It is announced that the Vacation Taxing Master will, at the request of 
the parties, take any reference in which the payment or distribution of 
money, under any order made on or after the 21st of July last, depends 
upon the taxation of costs. 

In Committee of Supply on the 6th inst., on the vote to complete the 
sum of £5,442 for the Land Arnold that the 





a 


Diseases Prevention (Metropolis), 


number of —— who had sought to ‘register their in this office 
during 1882 was 14, and thus each case of registration had cost the 
coantry £325, 
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COMPANIES. 


WINDING-UP NOTICES. 
Jornt Stock ComPanrzs. 


ot OEE. 

CasTLE STEEL AND IRON WoRKs Comp. , J.,has, by an order, 
dated June 30, appointed Edward Gasuras ong, reg? of ondon, to be officia 
liquidator of the above-named company. 

ay am BREWERY Company, Lim1TED.—Petition for winding up, presented 

Aug 2, directed to be Seaeel bal before the Vacation Judge on ee Bes 15. Wdecter and 
Co, Staple inn, nts for Wilkes and Wilkes, Northgate, Darlington 
— CARBON RAGE AND APPARATUS MANUFACTURING ry ne oF Scot- 
Luonrep.—Petition for winding up, presented July directed to be 
heard before Pearson, J. on Aug 15. Smithies, Castle-strect, Staion solicitor 
for the petitioner 

MEaT ca pe AND AGENCY CORPORATION, LtimITED.—By an order made by 

Pearson. dated July 6, it was ordered that the corporation be wound up. 

Stevens, St Jaen st, Southwark, — for the petitioners 

Hyurton Iron aNnD STEEL CompP. TED.—Petition for winding up, 
resented Aug 2, directed to Coaenee Sedere the Vacation Judge on Au 

Fi d Graham, Serjeants’ inn, Fleet st, agents for Clegg and 


id 
SKEGNEss Prer Company, LumrTep.—North, J,, has, by an order dated July 20, 
appointed Roderick Mackay, yom G to be official liquidator 
WHEAL GEorGE LEAD G COMP , Limirep.—Kay, J., has, by an order 
dated July o “wena William am Henry Pannell, 38, Basinghall st, to be official 
liquidator. d, on or before Oct 20, to send their names 
and the pastioalage of of their obi. or claims, to the above. Wednesday, Oct 31, 
at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debi ban gr emg 3.) 
» Aug: 
ANGIO-Pa crriIc Trust AND LOAN Company, LimITED.—Creditors are required, on 
or before Oct 1, to send their —- and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to to William Carr Yo 
Saturday, pak, 27 at 11, is appointed for earing and adjudicating upon the 


debts an 
Siler: tenn, —By an order made by Ka ays So J., dated July 28, it was 
leak tants. voluntary winding up be continu Lewis, Furnival’s inn, 
Holborn, solicitor for the petitioner 
NATIONAL UNION INVESTMENT ComPANy, LIMITED.—By an order made by Bacon, 
.C., dated July 14, it was ordered that the company be woundup. Clarkeand 
, Lincoln’s inn 8 inn fields, solicitors for the petitioner 
PICTORIAL PRINTING AND PUBLISHING COMPANY, LIMITED.—By an order made by 
a J., dated July 28, 28, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the 
be continued. Allen and Edwards, Old Jewry, solicitors for the 


oner 
peti (Gazette, Aug. 7.] 
IN CHANCERY. 


UNLIMITED 
Bury AND ToTTiInecTon District Ratiway CoMPaNy.—An order was made by 
Kay, J < J., on July 6, confirming the of arr it between the company 
their creditors, filed in the Chancery Division, on Feb 17, as modified by 
into effect the S inode 


mand 


» 11, Clement’s lane, Lombard st. 





striking thereout the provisions for ca e agreemen 
between the —_ and Joseph Melland , dated Oct 13, 1882. 5 uly 7. 
Batten and Co, Westminster, solicitors for the petitioners 
Norwich EQUITABLE FIRE ASSURANCE COMPANY.—Bacon, V.C., has fixed Aug 
14, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of an official liquidator 
Gazette, Aug. 3.] 
HEELEY FREEHOLD LAND Socrety.—By an order made by Bacon, V.C., dated 
July 28, it was por hee that the society bewoundup. Cunliffe and’ Co, Chancery 
lane, agents for Alderson and Co, Eckington, solicitors for the petitioner 
(Gazette, Aug. 7.] 
STANNARIES OF DEVON. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
zanees 2 ow Works, Lorrep. w Petition for win Pp, presented July 28, 
behennt before the Vice-Warden, at the wal, Hall, Truro, Aug 
pad a thin “SPeme and Co, Truro, agents for Paige coal no Redruth, solicitors 
or petitioners 


[ Gazette, Aug. 3.] 
Frrenpiy Socretres Dissoivep. 
SHIPDHAM FRIENDLY Society, White Horse Inn, Shippham. July 
( Goactte, Aug. 3.) 
Brrton Brrrons’ Frrenpiy Socretry, White Hart Inn, Bitton, Gloucester. Aug 3 
[ Gazette, Aug. 77 








CREDITORS’ CLAIMS. 


CREDITORS ae ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
AST DAY OF PROOF. 


BarcnEror, Joun, P Cardiff, Merchant. Aug 31. P 
Bacon, V.C. Batchelor, cpa Cart ’ Fulham ~~ owell v Batchelor, 
GorkILL, Rowsn, Hooley, She Bhetic Scissors Manufacturer. Sept 1. Hall v 


itty, 
Wee, BB, EDWARD: Hatfield, ‘Hertiond, Hotel Keeper. Sept 10. Harman v Webb, 
‘ (Gazette, Aug. 3.] 


CREDITORS UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP, 35. 
LAST DAY OF CLAIM 


ag re James, Rochdale, Lancaster, Gent. Sept 9. Standring and Taylor, 
Brecu, CHARLES, Lichfie nee. ot 29. Hinckley and Lichfield 
Maida Hill W ‘addington, Gen’ Gent. O 


= RICHARD, 
Re a Thompson and 


RIGHT-SMITH, Pah gt Avougros, a a Worcester, Cler'’ rders, 
7) 29. Oldershaw, meets ——— 
CLARE, THomas, Chester, ot te end Co, Chester 
Davies, Wi1114M, Hulme, ne Bey Sept 1. Dowse, Man- 





7 North Somercotes, Lincoln, fine: Sept 10. Allisons and Allison, 


= ae 1, Siiverthame Ww ent, Aug o ridger, t 
F OBT —— az eae 


Gent. Sept 10. Cates, Fakenham 
ae. J amus, King’s Aug 31, Mathews and 


orton, Worcester, Contractor, 
L GH, HexRy, Newcastle ~ Fai 1 
@1. Boulton and Co, Nort verringdc vee st, Velvet sw Aug 





a, Rev. Wit11amM, Helston, Cornwall, Clerk. Sept 1. 
Louis, Gponox ALLEN, Rotherhithe, Surrey,Gent. Sept 14. Hawks 
MALAMIDE, JAMES, Baron TALBOT DE, Malahide Castle, Dublin. Oct, gp 
sons and Co, aa Friars 
HENR’ = Paddington, Glass Merchant. Septs8. Ro 


Co, King st Fiebary 
Pines, Manta, Bastbourne, Sussex. Sept 18. Kirkland and Lilley, 
Rake, ELZADETH, Alva st, Surrey sq. Sept3. Nisbet and Daw, 


Ree Tuomas, Alvechurch, Worcester, Butcher. Aug 28. Byrch wg, 


Rosai, cams, Harbut rd, New Wandsworth, Gent. Sept 15. Arn 
MITH, SAMUEL SIDNEY, Coleraine, Tyrone, Treland, Esq. Sept 29. 


aot "tn. Mamebenten 
SPENCER, CHRISTIANA, Great Malvern, Worcester. Sept 15. Strong, Unione, 
Forster] 


Old Broad st 
Gere, Cin Detatem, Dos Nort, J Soren, Wels. 1. 

Gra Sept 15. Sarah Anp 
15. ty - York 


land, 19, Ceenvenseta, Tanbrid 
WESTLAKE, THOMAS, Scarborough, Gent. 

ary, Suffolk,Gent. Novi. Darvill and Co, Ney 

(Gazette, Ang.) 


WHITE, JOHN, Hownearket St 3 
Windsor 








SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 
Aug. 15.—Messrs, EpwIn Fox & BOUSFIELD, at the Mart, at 2 p.m., 
Copyhola, and Leasehold Properties (see advertisement, July 21, p. 4; and 


m.. ROTHER, ELLis, CLARK, & Co., at the ty at? pm, 
te if Mesa and (Ree wp omen Property (see advertisement, Tt uly 28, p. 660). 








BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


MARRIAGE. 
THompson—Dawson.—J' 30, at the Church of St. M: of the 
water, John F* X. Thy, son, advocate, oe Butish Darn i 


daughter of George E. L. pies, eee of 


LEacu.—Aug. 4, at Ernstein House Desbuiize Wells, Richard Howell Leach, late 
senior registrar of the Court of Chancery, aged 68. 








LONDON GAZETTES. 


Bankrupts. 
Frimay, Aug. 3, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must Sorgen’ their proofs of debts to the Registrar. 


Surrender in London 
ivame, Maaky D __, Lower Belgrave st, Eaton sq. Pet J uly 30. Murray. Ang 
a 


Johnston, Henry, Cannes st rd, Commercial rd, Brick Merchant, Pet July® 

Murray. Aug 14 at 11,30 : 
To Surrender in the Coun 

Calverley, Clara Louisa, Huddersfield, Innkeeper. P. 
field, ug 15 at 11 

Carter, Frederick, Bruce grove, Tottenham, Gent. 
Edmonton, Aug Ww ati 

Edge, pee | N Prcasiio ae Lyme, Butcher. Pet July 31. 

at 
tas uel, Smallheath, Birmingham. Pet Augi. Cole. Birmingham, Aug 


Lak . os Lanai , Isle of yam, Advertisement Contractor. Pet Augl 
on RBer ug 21 at 11. 
Nash, John dridge, Stafford, Baker. Pot July 31. Clarke. Walsall, Aug tbat 


TUESDAY, Aug. 7, 1883. 
Under the Bankruptcy Act, 1869. 
Creditors must forward their proofs of debts to the Registrar, 
To Surrender in London 
Gastiens, , Charles, Walthamstow, Essex, Builder. Pet Aug 3. Murray. Aug? 
a 


fee , W. E., Westbourne pk Villas. Pet May 24. Hazlitt. Aug 21 at 12. 
a 0, Joseph, Hatton garden, Coral Merchant. Pet Aug 2. ‘epys. Ang 


21 at 
To Surrender in the Count: 
Cursham, Arthur William, Heage, Pte and Ric am John Barnes, 
Derby, ‘Colliery Proprietors. Pet A’ Weller. Derby, Ang 90 8 8 at 12 
Dawson, oe un, Winterton, paeeth, Cattle Dealer. Pet ug 3, Dau 


Great Grims' 22 at 12 

“oct ne Hesse, © fe Phat Hall, Upper Teddington, Gent. Pet Aug 3, Bell. un 

a, Kneale, George, Liverpool, Iron Founder. Pet Aug 2. Cooper. Liverpool, Aug 
a 


July 81. Jones, Hudden- 


Thomas, Catford, Kent, Builder. Pet July 31. Pitt-Taylor. 
gy ‘dstol, Ph cian. Pet Aug4. Harley. Bristol, Aug 20 at? 
i. ey. a 
wg Lg Hot aais Botan $. Mactey. Pet Aug 3 6 ale 


Robinson, aan, Ang 16 @ at i1 
Venn, plied poodigs og Wincanton, Somerset, Solicitor, Pet Aug 3. Batten 
Wheeler, Divert. ward, , ery Surrey, Boat Builder, Pet July 31. Willoughby. 
Wandsworth, Aug 21 at 11 


AL po ANNULLED. 


Pewee, Henry, upes: erat baie Jul: 
Pearson, , zara en Manto y: AS 


Davis, David, Twickenham, Bivona: 
Hickm: 4% yo he ee Tyn se itie vane A 
ickman, New: upon e, On esman, 
Johnson, Henry Charles Ross, King’s Bench walk, Temple, et ister bt 
ly 20 


a An ¥, 1983, 

















Jordan, Robert, Craig’s ct, Charing Cross, Army Agent, July 30 































Pet June 27. Pulley. | 
Tennant, Hanley, | 
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Liquidations by Arrangement. 

















FIRST MEETINGS OF CREDITORS. 
Pc Aug 3, 1883, 
eo ot Licensed Victualler. Aug 14 at3 
sham, Altrods otel, el, Pict ot, Well Great Grin 6q. Gra ’s inn 3S 
Anderton's # as cone Contractor. Aug 21 at 
sae a and ‘Win aby, Lincs chbrs, West St Mary's gate, 
pang, Chae, Ashford, gag Grocer. Aug 20 at 12.15 at office of Gardner and 
Yorkshive st toch Lancaster, Machinist. Aug 16 at3 at White Swan 
Rochdale. Eliidge, Rochdale ~~ 
Eki tencnee. Aug 16 at 3 at office of Watson, Gt George st, 
h Li eesngten green, Builder. Aug 22 at 3at office 
poman, Sash, Harry 
George, Baten. m, Lancaster, Bootmaker. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
Balshaw, ] Nelson 
Buxhhum, George, chester, Auctioneer, Commission Agent. Aug 18 at 10 
at office of Simpson, Princess st chester 
bers, Thomas. , Liverpool, Grocer, Aug 21 at2 at office of Knowles, Cook st, 
cus Sere Tag, et st, Begmebary, Bootmaker, Aug 16 at 3 at office 
CO! 
Ponty Btcottord, Bucks, Corn Merchant.. Aug 27 at 3 
mg . Wild and Co, Ironmonger lane 
Iverston, Lancaster, a Aug 17 at 11 at Temper- 
e 
Coles, Isaac, Fish Hawker. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
Reed and Cook, ving, Tat ‘aunton i 


Collier, William, t+ Melton, nr Rotherham, Rhy out of business. Aug 
16 at 3.at office of ckmott, poorgate st, Rother! 
h, B gardens. ao be om ap Aug 16 at 1 at 


st 
rge Ludlow, i pamingten, Warwick, Wine 
Aug 17 at 8 at office of Wright and Hassall, Dormer pl, Leaming- 


John, Blowick, nr Pa gE enepeter, Coal Dealer. Aug 16 at 10 at 
Pires 2h, Viccnenll Victenlioe.” 
Earnie, Edward, E rd, Victualler. Aug 15 at 3 at 3, Gt James st, 
a yd ” Huddersficld, Gree rs Manager. Aug 22 at 3 at 
. ton, Ws e! mgrocer’s r. Au at 3 a 
office of Ainley, New st, Huddersfield . 
and Frederic! Birmingham, Enamelled Slate 


Clithero’ 
. Aug 15 at 2 at office of Ra “Bennett's hill, Birmin 
t rd, Boot Dealer. po, 10 at 3 at office of Chariton and 
Co, e, Queen Victoria st. Bassett, Fenwick rd, East Dulwich 
Gale, Alexander Robinson, Kellett rd, Atlantic rd, Brixton, Clerk. Aug 17 at 2 
at office of rane Cannon st 








Gardner, erick Geo: » Tepbeides Wells, Hosier. Aug 17 at 2 at office of 
Pearless and Beeching, ridge lis 
Ost: William, Rumworth, nr Bolton, Slate Merchant. 21 — ‘i 30 es 
in Hotel, Charles st, Halifax. Whittingham al 


a 
G , Thomas, Clarke’s mews, Bloomsbury, Fruit Salesman. Aug 14 au 10 at 
Masons’ — Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Coleman st. Knight, Quality ct, Chan- 


Griffit Iago, Pontypridd, Ironmonger. Aug 21 at 12 at office of Collins, Broad 
st, i in Morget and a Hh 3, oe a 
Gunn. William, B Aug 16 at 3 at office of Fallows, Cherry 


Andrew, Blyth ane Innkeeper. Aug 16 at 12 at office of 
Grainge: t st West, Newcastle upon Tyne 
itch, Needle Scourer. Aug 10 at 3 at office of Simmons, 


Hardwick, Joseph Bainbri: an, Dasani 22, D rd, Dulwich, ewe s Clerk. Aug 15 at 
12.90 at 270, High Holborn. aoe ers Bt Martin’s ct, Leices ter sq 

Harnell, George, Exeter, Tailor. , =A 15 at 11 at office of Andrew, Bedford 
circus, Exeter. Harris 


, George, New Deoth, 3 nr Birmingham, Grocer. Aug 8 at 12 at office of 
Crumpton, Bull st , Bi ham. Stokes, Bi 

Hastings, Tom, Leicester, icensed Victualler. Aug 15 at 8 at office of Buckby, 
Gallowtree ga cester 

inbottonn, Te ames, ee eral Cotton Dealer. Aug 17 at 3 at office of Boote 


an Edgar, Booth th st, M: 

Hiscock, John, Brighton, Licensed Victualler. Aug 22 at 12 at Quadrant Hotel, 
Queen st, Brighton. Graham, New inn, Strand 

Gommon, Chadwell Heath, Essex, Butcher. Aug 


e, copies, B ton Fe! Glamorgan, Boot Dealer. Aug 16 at 12.30 at 
‘ ristol. "anaand Gad Jones, Aberavon bina 
ones, ils, “Landers Carnarvon, Quarry Labourer. Aug 17 at 3 at office of 


Ro urch st, Carnarvon 
Sepes ieeeree Butcher. Aug 16 at 3 at office of Quilliam and Car- 
hers, Ellio 
Landon, Absalom David: M Mold, Flint, Tobacconist. Aug 16 at 11.30 at Albion 








ie, Clement 





Hi goo einer Mold 
Aub: 4s rd, Tottenham, General Dealer. Aug 30 at 
8at office of F bm, onda on and Pil d green, Dalston 
Wi Brierle tt 


ate Keeper. Aug 15 at 3.30 at office 
of Homfray ‘and Hol h st, Bri hill 
» Frederick wih, Fontl rd, Finsbastr pk, Baker. Aug 16 at 8 at 
office ¢ Stocker, St M: ney. Bxe 
sive, Witiem illiam, Hanley, Sta _ Butcher. Aug 11 at 11 at Sea Lion Inn, High 
Hanley, 
Metcalf, Tom Stubley, ‘Wakoteld, York, Rag Merchant. Aug 16 at 9 at Strafford 
Arms , Wakefield. Lister, Wakefiel< 
Midgley, Jo - ate. Aug 18 at 11 a office of Dunn and French, East 
Barnwood House Asylum, nr Gloucester. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
retinen Gloucester 
iliam Shaw, Leicester, Bootmakers. Aug 22 at 11.30 at 
eeecentth, Licensed Victualler. Aug 15 at3 


bein Bi 
at is de Lis Norton to Fruit Salesman. Av 
Ee reer fh mae 9 of Buttler, Moorgate st. se ictoria pk rd, “gone 


ed Bisho: Shi Ata Durham, Tea Dealer, Aug 16 at 11.30 at office 
Exmouth st, Clerkenwell, Grocer. Aug 2% at3 


at office of Mason, et Finsbury 
Pearson, Elizabeth, . , 
et eg mapeth, cae : Went st, Wigton AWizton Cumberland, Joiners. Aug 22 at 


Pedley, Charles, and Arthur y, Bilk Throwster, Aug 22 at 11 at Bull’s Head 
Hotel, Congiebon. anh Son cleton - ss rete 





Perks, Th: Brass and Gun Metal Caster. Aug 11 at 10.15 at 
police of ast and Bult Ville? Aug 15 at 3 at office of Nye, 
Ts. ae 
North st, Brighton ‘ te: 
Peters, William Morris, W: Timber Merchant. Aug 18 at 11 at 


igan, 
office of Peace and Ellis, Arcade bldgs, st, Wigan 
Phillips, Joseph, Birmin ‘ham, Cab Proprietor. Aug 14 at 3.30 at office of Jagger, 
vere baa B i 
Po on Hotel, Ex ont ong Abbott, Devon, Corn Merchant. Aug1i4 at 12 at 
non Hoi er, Ex 


aoe eter 
rre Chapa So Fe ben bee row, Holborn, Commission Merchant. 
‘Aue 16 at 2 at Law titution, Chancery lane. Robinson. Christchurch pas- 


Bitienn Tomes 


omas Thornton, Luton, Bedford, out of business. Aug 9 at 3 at 
George Hotel, St Albans. We lis, St Albans 

sie of e, Hotel Keeper. Aug 16 at 2.30 at 

ce 0 


Christen, Newcastle-upon~ 
olmes and Robson, Pilgrim st, Newcastle upon Tyne 
hap, Somes, Burdett rd, Stonemason.” Aug 20 at 12 at office of Gregory, 
B gpsgate st Within 
ames, = rt, Cumberland, Travelling Auctioneer. Aug 17 at 12 at 


cinghats Ladies F Outfitter. Aug 15 at 3 atoffice of Richards, 


William Charles, Ludlo 

smi wi — Charles, udlow, Salop, Grocer. Aug 15 at 3 at office of Weyman, 
§ udalow 

Smith, William Herbert, Batley, York, Dyer. Ang 16 at 10.30 at office of Ridg- 


way, Wellington st, Batle 
ons, Oxford st, Musical Compeser. Aug 28 at3 


Solomon, “ Oxford 
at office of Davis, Craig’s ct. 
Cadens, Somue Pate , Oxtord, Stationer. Aug 29 at 12 at Cannon st Hotel, Can- 
non 
Springthore. Ann Taylor, Draycott, Derby, Grocer. Aug 16 at 3 at office of 
oody, Corn es Derby 
Spyer, By« a ogy 4 John. Top cemams Surrey, Traveller. Aug 22 at 11 at office of 
Coleman s 
Squire, John  meesanenge Milton rd, Herne hill, Civil Engineer. Aug 21 at 12 at office 
a oleman 
Stanley, Charles, Silverdale, Stafford, Plamber. Aug 16 at 3 at office of Griffith, 
Ironmarket, Newcastle under Lyne 
weg Ley ah aio Somerset, Oil Merchant. Aug 16 at 12 at office 


Ta; neg James, Torquay, Tailor. Aug 16 at2at Half Moon Hotel, Exeter. Lin- 
Op, 

Tetley, Tinie, Gomersal, Farmer. Aug 15 at 11 at office of Booth and Sons, 
Hanover st, Batley. Watts, Batley 

Trotter, J: ohn, and Peter Malcolm, Gt Titchfield st, Marylebone, Painters. Aug 
- at 3 at office of Pain, Marylebone rd 

rrell, Alfred, 1’s ct, Ke m, Builder. Aug 10 at 3 at office of March, 

Greskomn bldgs, ett, Gresham b 


he 2 
Vaughan, Edwin, Basinghall ot Gloucester, La wn Aug 14 at 2.30 at office of Gar- 
= and ng Widemarsh st, Heref: 
Vau: van Boncon, ML ee og Salo op. Veterinary Operator. Aug 14 at 11 


at is Toa Hote! Lagay | 
Vaughan, Milson, ree aoa loucester, Farmer. ug 14 at 11 at office of Gar- 
ereford 


rold and Matthews, Widemarsh st, Heref 
Veughan, William Sorton, Wrexham, Seedsman. Aug 17 at 11 at office of Pierce, 
Vinter, er, Walter, Dewsbury, Boot Dealer. Aug 17 at 3 at office of Ibberson, 
Voysey, ig. = William. anon Yo cates Mineral + cea Manufacturer. Aug 
17 Paty 12 at office of Wvmond, 0 oie 
West, Henry William. nee rd, we Dekwed . Aug 14 at 11 at office of 


Learoyd and Co, Fins’ pavement 
Western, Sir Thomas Charles Park Village West, Regent’s park, no 
ws, Cherry st, 


competion. Ang 27 at 3 at it office of Davis, Craig’s ct, 








Wariamne, Jol , Grocer. Aug 15 at 3 at office of 
Wiliams, John, New Tredegar, Monmouth, Tailor. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
‘Ow ; 
Winter, Alfred, Sewing Machine Maker. Aug 17 at 3 at office of Young- 


husband, Bond st, Leeds 

Withycombe, Robert, Exeter, Butcher. Aug 16 at 3.at Castle Hotel, Castle st, 
Exeter. Friend, Exeter 

Woodhead, J. eremiah William, Windhill, nr aw ng - Yash Manufacturer. Aug 
8at3 at office of Neill and Broadbent, Kir 

Wright, George, Appleby, Lincoln, Brick ani Tile Maker. Aug 18 at 1 at Angel 
Hotel, Brigg. Spurr, 


TUESDAY, Aug. 7, 1883. 
Allen, Robert Grey, Exeter, Hosier. Aug 21 at 3 at Craven Hotel, Craven st, 
Sorand. Ray , Exeter 
iter, Southampton, Builder. Aug 18 at 11 at office of Pearce, 


, Stockton on Tees, . Aug 22 at 11 at office of 
Thomas, arket Cross chbrs, Stockton on Tees 

Bothamley, Wisbech, ote dge, Tailor. Aug 17 at 12 at office of Welch- 
man and Carrick Crescent, W isbech 

Boucher, Frederick, P aw Essex, out of business. Aug 17 at 2 at office of 
Lee, Bow st, Covent 

Bragg, Ri pe pt South nr Middlesborough, York, Grocer. Aug 16 at 3 at 

ce of Lewis, Zetland rd, Middlesborough 

Burroughs, ¢ Gamon S waffham, Norfolk, Grocer. Aug 22 at 8 at office of Winearls, 

leacre 


Chambers, Sarah Ann, Leeds, Milliner. Aug 20 at 3 at office of Dunn and French, 

as e 

Chew, Thomas, Bilston, Stafford, Baker. Aug 21 at 12 at office of Whitehouse, 
Queen st, Wolverhampton 

Collins, James, Preston, Sussex, no occupation. Aug 28 at 12 at office of Stuckey 
and Co, North st, Brighton 

Cook, John, Kirton, Suffolk, Farmer. Aug 29 at 2 at office of Pollard, St Law- 
rence st, ipswich 

Cooke, Ed “ Leamington, Hatter. Aug 14 at 3 at office of Davies, Parade, 


Darbyshire, Ri ohn Taylor, Wine Merchant. Aug 17 at 4 at office of 
ter wy eee Erapel Ral es ore Aug at 
ven orge ere uz 
12 = Law Institution, Chancery . Jones and Glenister, 
Alfred, Stockwell, Baker. ciacana at office of Laidman, Ser- 
jeants’ inn, a 
o> Syma lington, Currier. Aug 22 at 11 at office of Steavenson, Dare 
Doble, Harry John  Ganden vi, Clapham, Detrysan. Ai 24 at 2 at office of 
Rodgers and Clarkson, Walbrook - 
Denoven, “be York rd, Battersea, Greengrocer. Aug 2 at 3 at office af Lioyd, 
Dutton, wWingond Chester, Joiner. Aug 22 at 11 at office of Green and 


Dixon, 
, Newtown, Montgomery, Auctioneer. Aug 2 at 12.90 at 
office of Pow ell, st, Newtown ~ “iy 
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Ji Lancaster, Victualler. Aug 29 at 3 at office of 
ym Fee Houstate a Manchestor ap ORE 
Elsworth, James Coates, Boo Lancaster, Plumber, Aug 21 at 2 


at office of Cotton ate orth Aas st, Liverpoo! 
ms emg Derby, Butcher. Aug 27 at sat 7, Corn Market, Derby. 
me r 


ewson, Joba, Kingston on on Hull, Licensed Victualler, Aug 16 at 3 at office of 
m on Hull 
é Balsall Heat orcester, Licensed Victualler, Aug 16 at 12 at 
‘olmore row, Birmingham 
i ich and Ste , York, Plumber, Aug 29 at 3 at Law Society, Bond 
Deseiaey ym: 
Malachi Hi aT, See rd, Commission Agent. Aug 18 at 11 at office of 
or, and Co, Old chbrs, B Bradfo: 
n omas, Aberdare, Coal Miner, Aug 22 at 11 at office of Howell, Maendy 
, » New ew Rend st, Milliner. Aug 22 at 5 at office 
Atkinson, Kingston, = "Tall Grocer. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
Spink, Parliamant st, Kingston on Huil 
Seeuun 3 un, Whitstable, Kent, Ironmonger. Aug 22 at 12.30 at Queen’s 
Head Sankey, Cante: re 
os = Walter, agg: Sar fh Arch, paid rd, Glass Embosser. Aug 27 at 3 at 
Office of 
Gleaves, Samuel ioe Bootmaker. A Lg at 11.30 at Copeland Arms Hotel, 
Stoke upon Trent. Heaton and Son, Bu: 
Gree, na earl Workington, Tailor. Aug is re 11 at office of Paisley, Bridge st, 
© ae Alfred, Portsea, Plumber. Aug 20 ati at 145, Cheapside. King, 


—= , Jona, , Wigan, oe Aug 21 at 3 at office of Wood and Rowe, 


ictoria b King st, 
PB ay Elisha, Stewart’s os, Battersea, Licensed Vi er. Aug 18 at 8 at 
General Moore Publichouse, Stewart's lane, Battersea. Matthews, Commercial 


rd, Peckham 
Hickton, John, Crewe, Chester, Grocer, Aug 23 at 11 at office of Hill, Market st, 


rewe 

Hilton, James Edward, Eastbourne, Fishmonger, Aug 20 at 12 at 64a, Terminus 
“rd, Eastbourne. ey worth, Eastbourne 

Hinds, Philip ubrey, "Devonport, late Officer in H.M.’s Army. Aug 30 


at 3 at etce of Coo: caer and Co, George st, Mansion House. Hollams and Co, 
e 
Hinton, Samuel, Watlington, Oxford, Tailor. Aug 21 at 12 at office of Jones, Wat- 


mn. 

Hunter, John, Gray’s inn rd, Government Clerk. Aug 20 at 12 Masons’ Hall 
Tavern, Masons’ avenue. Tattershall, Godliman st, Doctors’ commons 

Jackson, William, Dewsbury, Coal Merchant. Aug 16 at 3 at Royal Hotel, Wood 
st, Wakefield. ‘Mitcheson, Heckmondwike 

ee Pailip, Lavessy: Chislehurst, Commission Agent. Aug 23 at 3 at office of 


eapside 
John, ohn, and William John, Llangan, Farmers. Aug 16 at 11 at office of 
Randall, Nolton st, Bridgend 
Jones, Hugh, Hulme, nr Manchester, Tailor. Aug 23 at 3 at office of Horner’ 
Clarence st, Manchester 


Kelly, John, Charles Woolrich, and John Henry Kelly, Queen Victoria st, Mer- 
-— OE Nov 21 at 2 at office of Caesar and Co, Queen Victoria st. Tilleard and 
Oy Je 
Lucas, Bray, Birkenhead, Shoe Dealer, Aug 22at 2 at Leicester Trade Protection 
Socie' cicester. Je n, Leeds 
McKie, James, Southampton, Draper, Aug 22 at 12 at Guildhall Tavern, King st, 
Cheapside. Killby, Southampton 
, James, Aston, nr Manchester, out of business. Aug 18 at 10.30 at office 
of Fallows. Cheesy st, ‘Birmingh am. 
Moore, samen, See ot , Limehouse, Engineer. Aug 27 at 1 at office of Moss, 
ion. a Wellington, Somerset, Butcher, Aug 20 at 11 at office of Bond, 


Mullins ‘An ews, Kilburn park, Carman, Aug 23 at 11 at office 


Re ag 
—, A aterspe rf Edwin, B feck m ody Draper. Aug 17 at 11 at office of 
jpencer, 

Newton, William, Broad roadwall, Stamford st, Blackfriars, Licensed Victualler. Aug 
20 at 3 at office of Pre and Field, Queen st, Cheapside 

Outlaw, a North Tuddenham, orfolk, Farmer. Aug 18 at 1 at office of 
Tillett, Opie st, Norwich 

Parsons, y, Bury St Edmunds, out of business. Aug 25 at 12 at 
the Guildhall, Bury st ‘Edmunds. Salmon and Son, Bury St Edmunds 

Pates, John, Cheltenham, eRAPRET! Aug 23 at 11 at vowice of Smith, Regent 


TN and George E ester, Provision Merchants 
son, Manch q ion Merc " 
Aug 28 % os office aS pe ema and Gabaron Ne Norfolk st, Manchester 





Peacock, The Brades, nr Ol rg he Worcester, Licensed Victualler. 
Aug 17 at 3 at of of Tinsle vey oS 
= gp expocl, Dumeing Mas iter, ine 17 at 11 at office of Steinforth, 
e vi 
Philbey, » Somerton, Oxford, Draper. Aug 23 at 12 at office of 


John 
Galpin, New Inn c.f st, Oxford 


Prestopino, Joseph, Hatton garden, Coral Merchant. Aug 22 at 2 at Guildhall 
Tavern, some ng oi A. mr and Son, Old Broad st 
Ransom, ww Mills, Epoch ter, reen, Timber Merchant. 


Samuel, E Kensal G: 
Aug #9699 lane of of Court Hotel, Holborn. Winccen 2 and Ward, Bedford 


Reed, David, St Leonard’s hoy Sea, Sussex, Grocer. Aug 16 at 3 at office of Neve, 
London rd, St Leonard’s 
Richards, John Boswell, Gt ‘Rastern st, Shoreditch, Cabinet Maker. Aug 16 at 2 
at Guildhall Tavern, Gresham st. Lloyd, Wormwood st 


Sherborne, Dorset, Baker. Aug 18 at 11 at office of D 


R Thomas, 
Ryde eg ee Coal Merchant. Aug 21 at 8 at offi Boote 
ohn, Mai 6 al ce oq 
Booth st, Manchester ya ¢ 
Sahler, Jacob, Little St Andrew's st, Pork Butcher. Aug 17 at 12 at ofl g 
oung, 9 € 
impson, Thornton Gerald, Bow commen lane, Bow, Medical Practitioner, 


8 
29 at 3 at office of Scott, tt, Basinghall 
Se Foy Bromell rd, Clapham, Saddler. Aug 17 at 19 at 282, Highny 


smith, John, Bi [ay Sieetinghem, Farmer. Aug 20 at 8 at office of Arnold, Temple, 
smith, Joh ba, Kildwick beta 0 Tailor. Aug 20 at 11 at office of Hutchingon 
Smith, John Lens set Gece Ps 20 at 11 at off es, Wo 
Green st, Leices 7 Rising sa Bowl 
Stevenson. A , Accrington, Tobacconist, Aug 21 at 11 at office of Scott, Vig 


toria st, 
Office of Myy, 





7 ve, Thomas, Bishop Auckland, Innkeeper. Aug 20 at 3 
arket pl, Bishop Saddeak : 7* e 


Thome George Eastlake, Wolverhampton, Civil A 
of Willeock, North st,  Wotverhaanpbon : Engineer. Aug at 8 at oy 























Tow 











, Henry, ry, Birmingham, To mist. Aug 20 at 8 at office of Taques, Temp) 
Wallas, Ji Jeouh Noble, Wigton, Cumberland, Bookseller. Aug 20 at 1 
Walsunien Joka tonlans ‘Bhat ffield, Licensed Victuall a Ps 

ar n, Jo _— effie! er, 1 
mel ane Shad on cones a 
atson, taines, Butcher. 20 at 12 at office o: 
Whatton J yo ve Warwick, pbs pe Sane 
,» JO lverton. x t Bat 1 
Whit) Chueh st re ete na k, York, aig Malte 

itwe' cis m, rs or! emist 21 at 11 
rinice, ,Srqeoregkand Rhodes, Ta aus 20 0h tae 

er, en He en en, Kent, t. Aug 20 : 
vig Hotel igh Holborn. Mace, Tentenacn anemone 

nm, Maurice, orden, Yor! and Stra A’ 

Wi i ia Bastwoode, Todmo oo ul, 8 ”. me 9 ot Outi 
n omas Edwai ston upon tationer. Aug 17 
hail’ hall’ Tavern, Gresham st. Foodiuaane, Kingston upon ‘Ha on 
Winterhoff, ag tens Belvedere rd, Waterloo = e, Lambeth, Lithographic 
Stone Q Seay Proprietor. Aug 21 at 2 at office of Klisby, College hill 
Winter, Stephen Robinson, South Shields, Durham umber. Aug 1? at; 
SE hear ee a Ostont ah vere 
right, William Thomas, and Frederick Davies, ord st, Sil ver 
24at 3at Masons’ Hall Tavern, Masons’ avenue, Basinghall st. Tee 
Yathold, Houry Bo th Streatham, § Buil auildhall 
a e ow uurTe uilder. Augi7 at12 at 
Tavern, G Gectbnes st. Coburn and Youn, Leadenhall ~ “i 
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SCHWEITZER’ S COCOATINA, 


ti-Dyspeptic Cocoa or Chocolate Powder. 
Guasanteetl Posh olde Onoe oe of the Finest Quality, 
wi the exe the Facuiy of fat extracted. 
Bie beverage most nutritious, per- 
ectl, bev Ag B or 
‘J 4 efor Bronktnet, Lunches, Estimates and 
by the oe peg Press. nishing Residences, 


f 
“nv ilighly commended 
ans Ww nous cope, ( other admixture, it suits 
all palates, yn pd ‘Giimates, and is four times 
the strength cocoag THICKENED yet WEAKENED with 
starch, &., Carved Oak 
Made Desi 


and IN REALITY aor tae than such 
ly with g water, a teaspoonful 
than a halfpenny, 


Breakfast Oup, costing less 
Cocoarmma 4 La yon t is the most delicate, le, 
Choco and may be taken when 
bi og? chocolate is 


tin packets at 1s, 64.,3s., 5s. 64., &c., by Chemists 


and Grocers, 
Charities on Terms by the Sole 
H, SCHWEITZER 2 00 10, fr omen nrgg 3 0 


, from £7 10s, per set. 


on 





ESTABLISHED 1825, 


HEWETSON, THEXTON, & PEART, 
MANUFACTURERS AND HOUSE FURNISHERS, 
200, 203, and 204, TOTTENHAM COURT ROAD, W. 


submitted free for entirely Fur- 
bers, Offices, &c. 


—PAINTING, DECORATING, & HOUSE REPAIRS.— 





Furniture, 
,&c. Bedroom ee including Bedstead and 
THIRTY LARGE SHOW ROOMS, 


Hewersoy, THEXTON, & PEART, 
200, 208, and 204, Tottenham Court-road, London, W, 
N.B.—Household Furniture Warehouse’ or Removed 
reasonable terms 
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EDE AND SON, 
ROBE Pee MAKEBS 
BY SPECIAL APPOINTMEN?, 


To Her Maleny, the Lord Chancellor, the Whole of” 
Judicial h, Cdkporation of London &¢, 


SOLICITORS’ AND REGISTRARS? GOWNS 

BARRISTERS’ AND QUEEN'S COUNSBL’S DITTO, 

CORPORATION ROBES, UNIVERSITY & PIFRQY GOA45 
ESTABLISHED 1689, 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDOS. 
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